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'0yerview of the Project
. s ' . e
Background . .“P ‘ foe

’

.-
There are today two major factors wh1ch have. had, and w11T
continue to have an enormous -effect upon the shape and *stance of edu-.
cation in America. These factors are accountability and evaluation,
both instructional and program. One clear outcome of these factorsy .\
impact is an increase in educators' dependence upon tests té provide
empirical data for making instructional or programmat1c decisions ‘or

" changes.. - It is fairly easy fo see the‘rapid increase in state-
‘sponsored every-pupil testihg programs as but one example. - Shoemaker®

(1978) indicated that the nuijber of states endors1ng and mandating some -
form of stdte-wide academic skills.assessment has risen from th1rty to
now over forty since- the 1976-77 academic years.. Thats the public is
toncerned with the measured capab111t1es of 'students in all or some of
the traditional school content areas is-underlined by the considerable
volume of-literature devoted to competency testlng (c f. Ph1 Delta

Kappan, May, 1978), .

-
I

Even if the tests to be used meet str1ngent standards, such as .
“those used by “the Center for the Study of Evaluation (Hoepfner et -al.
1972), or by any reviewer in the Mental Medsurements Yearbock: (Buros,,
1978), for norm-referenced tests, or those proposed by Popham (1678) or
by Hamb]eton and Eignor (1978) for criterion-referenced tests, there is
no guarantee that.the users will be able to interpretithe results of -
the tests sensibly. That is, a school or school district could <onduct
a study which met all the criteria set forth by thé joint dissemination
review panel pub]wcat10n, the JDRP Ideabook, (Tallmadge, 1977), and yet
be ag#ilure in terms of dissemimation if the results released to Tocal .

- teachers and administrators were mis- interpreted. The simple fact. that

fost commercial test publishers will provide, upon request, grade-
equivalent scores - in spite of their many technical flaws and
susceptibility to mis-interpretation (Hills, 1981; Ta]]madge & Horst,
1974) -- should alert the reader that the.state af the art -in test

‘scare interpretation perhaps lags too far behind thé Tevel necessary

for sound decision-making. Two recent surveys, conducted indepen-,
dent]y, canvassed the Tocal coordinators of accountability or testing
in each school district in two* states. One question on .both surveys
asked these district coordinators to estimate what percentage of
teachers 'in their district could.interpret a grade-equivalent score . ™
properly. For Florida, the median estimate was 50% ?H111s, 1977),

while for Mississippi, the median estimate was 40% (Morse, 1978).
Further, when these coordinators were asked to cite instances of the
worst m1stakes in teachers' use of tests .and measurements, examp]es of
mis-interpretation of test scores were ‘given most often in Hills'

survey (1977) and nearly most often in Morse's survey (1978). ¢
i
] {
J .
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Large scafe surveys of teachers have been conducted over, the years
and, as a set, suggest that teachers Tike to have test- 1nformat1on ,
available but don't have great skill or -consistency in 1nterpret1ng
. test score data (Hast1ngs et al., 1960; Goslin, 1967; Rudman et al.
1980; Burry et a] , 1982; Kellaghan, Madaus &, A1ras1an l98¢)

Some Resu]ts of Intenpretat1on Stud1es f

Flg m1#g and Antoren- (1971), 1n a study des1gned to rep11cate the
-findings of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968), were not able to~induce the
type of expectangy effects whith the "Pygmalidn" study purported to
obtain. , However, the study did show significant differences in the
degree of accuracy (or validity) which public school teachérs were:
willing to ascribe to sets of supplied test scores:(either. 1Q, ab111ty
percentile, or an inflated IQ for their pupils); based on.the .degree of. -
utility or value they attributed to the bart1cu1ar test type. That isy
,teachers who considered a certain type of test vgry valuable or useful
we e less 11ke1y to question the accuracy .of the scores-than were .- .
‘teachers who considered the part1cu1ar test to be of 11tt1e value.

There is evidence that giving test scores in the form of ‘
confidence bands reduces- the amount of precision teachers will ascr1be o
to a test. Beggs, Mayer, and Lewis (1972) gave teachers either:

(a) an 1Q score;.(b) an IQ score with an explanation of test 2o
reliability andivalidity; (c) an IQ score with a prediction of future
work;’or (d) a percentile band (confidence band) for the IQ score, with

o an.exp1ahation of test reliability and validity. . Over a four-month

. period, teachers' estimates of the accuracy of the scores was much more,
-consistent for those given IQ scores (conditiens a,b) than for those
given a confidence band (condition d). Also, when:the teachers were
“asked to estimate their pupils' actual, as opposed to measured, IQs, .
the teachers given the confidence bands were again less consistent over
the same period than were those ¢given/ the IQ scores (conditions a,b).
Morse (1964) gave undergraduate students hypothetical test scores ° .
expressed either as a percentile' rank, narrow percentile band e
(+:.5 SD), or wide percentile (+ 1.0 SD). In nearly all cases, the
respondents perceived, the percentile .rank as being significantly

further from the mean (of 50) than was its corresponding narrow
percentile Tevel,:which was in turn perceived as being significantly.
further from the mean than its corresponding wide percentile band.

In other words, the more- rea11st1aa11y the accuracy of the hypothetical

" test was represented (by increasing the confidence band), the. less,
‘willing were the respondents &0 suggest that the given scores differed
from thesmean. Thus, for genuinely low scores, the respondents were in
fa®t over-estimating the relative position, while for genuinely high
scores the reSpondents would under-estimate the reTative'position )

o

Teachers apparent1y temper Judgments of’ test score accuracy on the -
basis of other information. Frederickson and Marchie (1966) gave a
small group of teachers hypothetical protocol data: including an IQ.

LY
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score, aptfitude score, and basic skills score of’a pupil's c¢lass
performance. ‘Teachers were asked whether they shougz\accept the score

" as valid, question i validity, or make nd judgmént.t The highest -
acceptance rates were noted for high scores versus average class

~ performance, while the Towest acceptance of the test scores as being

- valid was notéd for average or low LQ score versus- high class per-
formance. While this indicates somesquestioning of test scqre accuracy
under certain cond1t1ons, it also indicates that-the.tests are being
perceived as valid’ pred}ctors of class performance "This -explains why
teachers might feel.comfortable knowing that a *student whose class
perfgrmance“1s average may have ‘a high IQ score (e.g.gman “under- !
achiever™), and feel less comfortable when told that a"student whose
class performance is high may have an average or Tow- 1Q (e.g., implying-
that teachers do not accept the notion ' of.an "overachiever" g

(1976) found when teachers were given achitvement test scores of thejr
students in percentil§ rank units, it was not uncommon for them to draw
upon their knowledg® of unrelated student background information in
orde;,to interpret the scores. - This was the outcome in spite of the
fact’that the teachers were asked mere]y to interpret the pup1]s
perféthance on the t\est N

-~

Practical S1gn1f1cance of* the Problem’ /

The T1t1e I evaluation mode]s, now requ1red for use in all ESEA
Title I program evaluation, call for the use of a placement or selec-
ticn test, an evaluation instrument, and have introduced an enkirely
new score metric, the normal curve equivalent, (NCE). A 1arge number of
decisions. about individual students, based on test scores, must surely
be taking place almost da11y as a.result. While widely critiqued-for
its 1ac%~of experimental rigor since. publication, the manuscript -
Pygmalidn in the classroom %Rosentha] & Jacobson, 1968) raised some
. interesting questions as‘to how teachers use test score- informatien,
whether consciously or not. If many teachers are not able to interpret
test scores properly, as suggested above, and-if there'is but one graxn
of truth to the "Pygmalion" notion that test scores are accorded an
inordinate amount of . we1ght by teachers, the need for a study of how
teachers interpret different test score data, and whether this capa-

" bility may be improved' through brief training ought to be very clear.

In all Tikelihood, compensatory programs such as Title I wresult in test
scores being used far.more often in making selection and p]acement
decisions. If the decision-makers have not learned how to’ 1nterpret
test sScore information properly, then many students stand to suffer.

Project Description o

@

This project was composed of six-separaté substudies, each of,
which was initiated to answer one or more specific research quest1gns
Overall, a total of 474 public school teachers firom twenty-six school
d1str}cts in Mississippi participated in one or more phases of the. .
. “&tudy. The purpose and focus of each study is exp1a1ned be]ow The o

3
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overa]] intent wasnto learn more about how teachers perceive- test score
data; how teachers use.test and nontest data in decision-making;

‘ factors which might be related to khowledge or perception of test scgre-
data; and whether knowledge or percept1on of test score data can be
changed through. brief instruction. While possibly ca1s1ng more
questions than are answered, the subspud1es do appear to 1nd1cate
1ikély areas for future research

¥

1. Teachers' Percept1ons of Test Score Acouracy

3

~ o -
yVThe purpose of study was toL1nvest1gate how- teachers: choose to use
and- interpret test information.‘ The study included an examination of: Q;
(a) How perceived- validity of test scores is affected by the congruence
of test and nontest 1nformat1on, (bf The relative perceptions of test
_ score scale agcuracies; and* (c) ‘The relative perceptions of the utility
of varioUs'tiﬁes of test and nontest information .for-making placement
decisions. The-object of the study was to allow the examination of
what types of data teachers choose to use as well as how test and
nontest performance -information are considered and combined.

II. Teachers"Interpretations of a Pupil Performance Record‘"

The purpose of th1s study was to 1nvest1gate how teacherd%k .
interpret pupil performance record data. The study included 4
examination of: (a) Which of the available types of perfogmpance
measures available teachers use in drawing initial judgments of pupil
performance; and (b) The type of performance measure teachers believe
to be the most, reliable. The object of the study was to allow the
determination of what ‘types of data serve to mediate judgment of a
student's capability and what type of data is thought to be most
trustworthy. N

III. Teachers' Ihterpretations of Point and -Interval Score Estimates

_ ‘The purpose of this study was to investigate hoy teachers perceive
test scores depending upon whether a point. or interval-estimate is
“provided.- Specifically,, the study included an examination of:

(a) Whether practicing educators interpret point and interval est1mates
differently; (b) Whether the width of an interval estimate affects the
resulting perception of a score; and (c) Whether any systematic trends
in- the types of scores could be discerned. The object.of the study was
.to allow the determination of whether reporting point or interval

estimates of perfgrmance would result in different per;ept1ons or ' o

1nterpretat1ons of the scores.

A

IV. Teachers' Estimates of Costs*aﬁd Losses in Decisﬁons

The purpose of th1s study was to investigate how teachers perceive
the costs or losses associated with incorrect decisions or outcomes,,
and how these.relate to the judged Tikelihood of such outcomes. The




. A study included an examination of (a) The frequency with wh1ch

' standardized achievement test scores accuratel e pupil skill,

as judged by teachers; (b) The types' of oytComes or decisjons which
teachers. perceive to be less deS1rab1e, and (c) The relative rates of-
de, as~judged by-teachers. . . .
The obJect of the study was to allow ,he determination. Qf what typermt~ua e

_ ~ .of decision-making- system m1ght be judged to operate in educat1on ' o ’

‘ settings. X ,

-

V. Factors Inf]uenc1gg Teacher Est1mat1on of- Pupil Performance

- " The purpose of this study was to 1nvést1gate sdme of the factors
' ‘ governing the dynam1cs of how teachers interpret performance
) information in'making decisions about pupils. These factors 1nc1uded
(@) valence of information (positive. or,negative)sy (b) congruence of -
follow~-up information with initial, performance; (c) reliability. of -
1nformat1on, and\(d) gender of the pupils. Information protoggléfﬁax
hypothet1ca1 students were presentéd to teachers, and teachers wefe
asked to judge, on the basis of infermation given, the chances ofythe
"student” succeeding inm school. The object of "the ‘study was tH allow
the examination of how much impact; if any, the four factors may have
in the types.of judgments teachers make concerning students, as well as
whether selected teacher charabter1st1cs make any difference in the
observed Judgments . 4 e

»

. oL Changes in Teacher?"know1edge and Perceptiohs'of Test Score Data

_ . The purpose of th1s study was to, investigate. whether, and to what
degree measured knowledge or percept1ohs of\test score data can be
‘changed as a result of short-term} directed tkaining. The study.was
designed to’altow an examination of: (a) What'changes in knowlédge or
* ‘perception of tést score data could result from short-term training;
tand (b) Whether differences cou1d be detected which were attributable
o . to teacher characteristics of measurement background, certification or
' ‘teaching level. The object of the study was to détermine the efficacy
of <a modest training intervention in meksured knowledge or perceptions
teachers possess concerning test score data. . b

»r \




. | A Substudy I - . '
.o £ ) - . : .

Teachers' Perceptions ofttest Score Accuraty

. ’ ‘ Y ‘ . N 1 . . . “ . . R
it e . ¥ How teachers choose'UJuse and 1nterpret test 1nformat1on is an .
. ' aspect of educational practice which has not been,extens1ve1y W T .
‘researched, Prior.research results suggest that the degree to which :
test data are used by teachers depends upoN how accurate ér ependable
the scores or data are percelved ty be.. Thi¥s study was'fﬁ tlated to ~
“investigate three spgcific.aspects of how teachers peroe1v )
data: (a) How do~ perceptgons oftest data accuracy vary-as-a function
of the corMgruenge of test data with other performance indtcators?,’ ,
(b) Which: ‘types of common score sca]es do.'teachers -believe most /-, -
accurately/ summarize.test perfbrmance7 -(c) Of the various types. of ) S
test and nontgst data which may be | msed for, mak1ng piacement decisions, ~
which, do‘teachers bBelieve to be most dccigite? .These "three research

quest1ons serve, tﬁ ‘define the scope of th present study. Given the ' 'h -
, . present 1eve1 0 understand1ng of how dec1s16h§’a re made, the answers -
> " ta, these questjons could. prOV1de 1ns1ght as to how-and what kind of !
: test data sho/1d be- presentep to enhance the 11ke11hood oF sound use. O e
L N ethodd]ogx . é L '_“ '
» SR . .
y T Part1c1pants were 143 pub11c ‘'school teachers From fourteen IR

-diffefent school districts in Mississippi. These participants were
~in attendance-at a workshop on test development. About 82% were
female and 18% were male. The school districts represented were
from the western central and northeastenrn portwons of the state

Instruments . . ‘ o © . 2 '
Data for ‘the first- research question came firom part1c1pants
responses to a set of jtems asking the reader to judge the validity
3 " of a.given test score, in light.of other known, nontest information.
. ~Each respondent .was, presented e1ghtksuch items. (there were sixteen ‘ y
. different items in all). The items presented yariaus combination’s
of test score and nontest score*data. Nontest score.-data were such
* - data as marks in a given course. In each item, respbndents were
asked to judge the test score as valid, questionable or invalid.
"Items were classified;as congruent if both ‘the test and nontest data
were high or low. However, 1ncongruent combinations (e.g., high test.
score presented ‘with low noritest score) were also 1nc1uded

r)

An example of a congguent | (high test; high nontest score) item 1s‘
A female student, eighth grade has an average grade of ‘A, Her .




/| new CAT~77 readtgﬁbcomprehension percentile rank is 91. This - - S

score is: , o _ S : - S g

a. Valid o . ; - v . , g
b. Questionable 3 o, e ' '

~c. Invalid ) . '

f“ . An examp]e ofan 1ncongruent (10w teit/score; high nontest score) ;., RN g f
7item 15 »

< . A fema]e student tWelfth grade, has a semester average of<93 in
: , Sengor. LEnglish. -Her-new CAT-77 lTanguage arts percent11e rank is
R 30. This score is: \ _ ‘
- A a. Valid T ' : ‘ -
o ' b. Questionable ' : - ' N ~ A
. - c. Invalid =~ . R B | _ .

“Internal cons1stency re11ab111ty for this measure, est1mated by
coefficient alpha, was .80. A copy of the fu]] set of 1tems is pre-
c e ) sented in Appendix A. X ) ‘ -

P

Data for the' second and*third research questions came from-
separate pair—comparison questionnaires. The first presented five
types qf test score scales, including: Raw score (number right);
.Percen%\;e rank; Grade-equivalent score; CAT-77 ADSS (a proprietary
scale score) s and Stanines. These five -score types represent perhaps
the most widely. used -- exclusive of the™NCE scores -- score scales
. . in M1ss1ss1pp1 " The second questionnaire presented seven sources of - °
' informatjon which could possibly be used in making pupil placement
decisionsy—Jhese included: Prior course grades or marks, -
- Standardized as 1eVement test ‘scoress .Prior teacfer's written
recommendation, 'a'v1dua1 1.Q. test; Prior schodl counselor's
written recommemigﬁon, Local cr1ter1on referenced (CR) achievement,
test scorés; and PN ‘h\,f% <
- ments. A copy of thag@ Ar ft;v-nts is inc¢luded in Appendices B and
C, respectively.. 1 ST | N ’ Lo

The method of% ;*”“f' »f-isons requ1res that ali poss1b1e pairs -
of stimuli be presentad Wi a forced-choice format; the respondent: -
“,must ‘select Qge . as p gferable to the other. . This method- permits, = .
: if thignecessary assumptions hold, interval--scaling of the relative °
’ o % Posittons of the stimuli (Gu11ford 1954). The order, sequence and
: ' pairing of" st1mu11‘were generated by use of a random number table, Co
the intent being to ‘avoid possible. pos1t1on bias. ‘ (. . o

1~ k)
For each quest1onna1re, respondents were to]d that there were no .Ly"
"right" or "wrong" anspers and that they should respond on the basis 2
of their own be11efs »

Specific 1nstructions for the test score fype questionnaire were:

N »  Each year, the state sponsors test1ng of §tudents in grades 4, 6 :
and 8 in basic skills on the California Ach1evement test. Varidus®’




i".f types of, scores are prov1ded for student& who take the test FfOr
: ‘each of/ the following . 1tems, ‘Please. select. the type of score you )
be11eve would best help you, as an educator, to- make sound R [‘}j

e e dec1s1bns aboug what a student had .or’ had not 1earned - .
y K
. - RJease circle the 1etter of the type of score you se]ect for
each fitem. . /- A ;
, o i Se et
’ Remember you{shou1d choose the type of score YOU- t%1nk wou]d S e

best he1p in making- sound dec1s1ons about a student S sk111s

A} ’ °
[ *

Ca A? » . -

'nstrhht1ons for the types of data questionnaIre were

- >

ﬁpec1f1c
\

- ,Bhen a ndw student comes to your schoo], -some type of p]acement
| +,decision must be made. For each of the following questions, " ST
L, ’ please circl the Tetteg of the type of information you believe TS
" is likely to be MOST ACCURATE for mak1ng sound p1acemént g LT
‘ decisions; oo ) ) - :

~ Y

l A1l re were able “to comp1ete the 1ongest quest1onna1ré o P
L e . easily within fifteen m1nutes Only pne. quest1onna1re was‘hdm1n1ster—_ ot :
ed a day. = - - : L (:P_ . . Y
' T _ -: ' . o . l ‘. o ‘”ﬂ’ R ' ) g
. . I ;o Resu]ts o oL ey T ‘ '

v

Question 1: How do perceptions of test data accuracy vary-as a
" function of the congruence .of the test data with other performance
indicators? . N . . v - .

Summary stat1st1cs by posslb1e congruence catedory are presentsﬂ
in Table I-1. Higher scores represent greater. perceived validity for
the category of interest. Scoring was on a.simple three-point scale,
“valijd” asLas igned three points, a. "questionable" 'rating was given ,

two, and alid" was scored”as one point. From the results in -

* Table I-¥, the reader may deduce that test information which was L
congruent (e.g., low-Tow §r high-high) was perceived as more va11d : ce
than was the test score informationwhich was 1ncongruent There ™ ~ Lt |

] was a sizable advantage:in ratings for congruent and high score data . ’

< . o +fver those for congruent and low score data. For the incongruent

data, there was a slightly greater tendéncy for the respondents to : ‘
consider high test-low nontest matches as riore believable than Tow ° ;o T
> test and high nontest combinations. The magnitudes-of these differ- - o ;
- ences are presented in Table I-2. The effect sizes shown in Table 2 . o
, rgnge from small (.27) to very large (1.53): The overall-hypothesis - N
- of equal ratings among the céngruence categories was rejected at’ . :

' traditional alpha 1eve1s (F=119.51; df= 3/1097; p<.001). - ‘ ‘4£$\

4 t »

Q g%t1on 2: Which types of. common score scales do teachers be11eve o .

mos accurate]y summarize test performance? _— e ,

<

\




o o K TABLE 1-1
' | | iQ;Sumhary of Congruence Cétegorereans‘ ' ' .
\ o ' “
¥ =
. . v ~ _ * Nontest Data -
. C ' Low Score High Score
T Low Score | 2.27 Eﬁ . lel
' ' (0.74) (0.67)
Test Data : -
r ~ High Score 1.98 .2.73
(0.59) T (0.52)

<

A

e
[N

NOTE: Figures in paréntheses.are standard deviations; all va]uesbbésed
on 143 cases. .
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. | | | | ‘IVTA.BLE'I-’Z

. Summary of : Effect Size 'Estimz{tes for' Congryence CategoriesI ' S
s
' ‘ Category .
Category . Low-High High-Low N High-High
Low-Low ~ .65 a 43 .72 ’
Low-High e B J. ._ 183
High-Low B -- S
- - : —y - "
_ Effgct size defined as (X17Y2)/Spooled"a11 values based on 143 cases.
2Cate‘gories represent specific test-nontest score combinations.
»Q
N :
J i
o . \
) -~
r
E . . . - “
‘ ' : 10 o R X
\ _ . : . |
1.4
“« 'y




{

- . . . .Table I-3 mc]udes the results of the pair compar1son ludgments ,
Overall, grade-equivalent scores were judged to be most accurate by -
the teachers, followed by percent11e ranks. Further behind, and :

N T nearly equal in ranking, were raw scores and propr1etary scale scores. - .
. - Bringing up the distant rear was stanines. The scale values may be T
interpreted 1in a relative sense; .that is, grade equivalent scoges
were preferred about twice- as much as raw score and scale scores,
and were about six times more popular than staninés. Shifting to a" -
different scale (T-scores) removes the “anchor," but still permits

.. relative contrasts. It is interesting to rote that one of the least

sound score’ scales is considered by teachers as most useful for making

decisions about pupils. On the other hand, the stanine, which was

des1gned to reflect the inherent uncertainty in a point estimate of

_an examine®'s score, is 1east preferred.

Question 3: wﬁ%ch types of data do teachers be11eve to be most .
_ accurate for making p1acement dec1s1ons7 ‘ R _ i
The pair compar1son Judgment resu]ts are summarized in Table I-4.
\Overa11 ‘test scores based on_an achievement measure (both ‘
. standard1zed" and "local CR") are given highest ratings. After.
these comes student grades, then written recommendations. by teacher -
and school -counselor, respectively.. Individual IQ test results
- ranked below the previous five. Finally, considerably below IQ
P scores was the parents' recommendation. Perhaps tgachers have
» ° had much experiencé with parents' judgments of the1r ch11d S
capacity, and have found it wanting.
That performance-based measiires should be accorded high ranks
seems reasonable, given that pripr performance -- such as grade :
+ point average -- is typically the best single predictor of future -
* performapce. What is intriguing is the fact that IQ tests, though T :
"a specialNzed performance measure, are possibly perceived as not
sufficiendly relevant to use in placement dec1s1ons, if other
' B\x alternativks exist. N _

' SUmmarx ‘

' Test data™are apparently more read11y accepted if: (a) congruent
v with known nontest data; or (b) high' rather than low if incongruent.

' That is, the so-called "under-ach1ever" {one who performs below the R
level at which a test might indicate is possible) ‘s perhaps s11ght1y L
more acceptable than is the notion of an "over-achiever." If given -
their choice, the participants in this study would much- ratherphave ST

. grade- equ1va1ent scores provided for their use than most others --

- this in spite of the fact that\poss1b1y few people could give an
accurate paraphrase of how one may interpret a grade-equivalent - ¢
score~, Finally, performance data, are perceived as preferable to
nonperformance data for making sound p1acement decisions.

n"




, )
TABLE 1-3
Summary of ch]é Values for Test Score Types
I} - . | \,’
Test Score Type . | Scale Value . T-score
. _Grade-equivalent Score . - 6.15 |
Percentile Rank . . " 5.41 57 -
S L | .
‘Raw Score (number right) - - . 3.84 ’ . 49
,, ~ Scale Score (CAT-ADSS) .~ 341 47 .
Stanine x B 1.00 35 o ”
| 7 Mean 3.96 0 -
5 : : : ‘
;. S.D. - 2.00 - .10

7

NOTE: A1l values based on 143 céses.
N s . o
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. | _ TABLE I-4

Summary of Scale-Values for Data Sources

A

13

b
e\‘l

—
Data Source Scale Value T-score
Standardized'achievemenf ’ ‘ |
test scores ' 6.64 57
Locai,CR achievement 5 ‘
tegd scores 6.59 . 57
-t seorss .. L
Grades or marks - \ 6.43v 56
Teacher's written - o
recommendation | 5.85 53
i"‘.,‘g‘f‘: . 'y !
Counselor's written :
recommendation 5.45 51
’ ' 5.
Individual IQ test 4,61 47
N .. | . ‘
Parents' description J v
of. child's ,accomplishments - 1.00 t 29
p © g Mean  § 5.2 50 -
S S.D. - sE 2,00 10
1 .
NOTE: A1l values based on 143 cases.
. «
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These results suggest that teachers are not only willing tq make
use of test data, but might actually prefer it to other data types.
However, if some of the outcomes observed in this study carry over to
the classroom, the reader may well wonder whether test data are
being, used in a sound fashion. The. cha]]enge to .both researchers
and publishers shou]d be ctear: To,develop a useful and sound means
for teachers to move from pupil resu]ts to ‘considered- dec1s1ons wh1ch
will best facilitate each child's educational success.

-

o
| (
\ - ' -
. ‘
%
A{
o - ., '
14 . N
) y
a ~

L Ry

-




‘Samg]e

Substudy 11

, . : . ? ‘
‘Teachers' Interpretations of a Eupi] Performance Record
. '\ ‘x ) ... . V4 »

-The results of substudy I suggest that certain score scale types
are preferred by teachers to others, as are certain sources of pupil
performance information. Also, the perceived validity of tést scores
will vary as a function of thejpongruence of test and-nontest score
data, as was found in another study by Frederickson and Marchie (1966).
Farr and Griffin (1973) and more, recently, Newman and Stallings (1982)
suggest that teachers' awareness of sound measurement practice may .
have implications for their classroom assessment and decision-making
behavior. .This study was initiated to answer two spec1f1c aspects
of how teachers interpret pupil performance record data: (a) What
type(s) of performance indicator do teachers use in draw1ng initial
judgménts of pupil performance? (b) What type of performance indi-
cator do teachers believe to be the most trustworthy? These two re-
search questions serve to define the scope of the present study. -The
results of this brief, exploratory study were used to shape the work
descr1bed in substud1es ) and VI. '

, e

L Methodology |

Participants were210 pub11c schoo] teachers from sixteen different

_school districts jn Mississippi. ‘These participants were in attendance
- at a workshgp on 1 pretationgof test score data, which was.a part of

a week-Tong workshop on test development.  About 76% were femalé and
24% were male. The school .districts represented were from the western,

central, and southern_portions of the state.

.Instruments

Q
’

- Data for both questions came from part1c1pants -responses to-two
items which followed a hypothetical pupil performance record. There

" "were two versions of the protocol used, varying primarily in terms

we

of what 1Q scorewas affixed to the record. Other performance data .
included semester grade averages and standardized achievement test
scores, ressed in percentiles and scale. scores. (NCE scores were
also inclufjed on the first record.) The hypothetical pupil records
are includ@d in Appendix D. : T .

For each record, raspondents were‘to1d_thatfthere were ho,"fight“-
or."wrong" answers and at they should respond on the basis of their-
own beliefs. ' ' R

Specific instructions were:

‘The following information haS‘come from an anonymous student‘jﬁf’f
T ‘ o

15
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cumu]at1ve record P]ease examine it carefu]]y and answer .the
quest1ons which follow. . ¥ .

A11 respondents were able to comp]ete'the task eas11y within ten
minutes.n :

.

Results

3

Question é What type(s) of performahce indicator do teachers use
in drawing initial judgments of pupil performance?
: A}

Answers to item 1 were coded so that an answer of "We]] above her
ability" was coded as a 3, "About equal to her ab111ty" as‘a;2 and
"Well be]ow her ability" was coded as-a 1.

NS D1fferences on the first item responses between protoco] groups
are summarized in Table II-1. The effect size of the difference in
'ratings was 0.75 standard deviations (based on pooled variance
est1mate), which was Statistically significant at the .05 level

= 35.31). Because the pupil performance protocols differed
pr}mggqu on the stated IQ score, a reasonable conclusion.is that one
tof the least favored score types, IQ, is-given most weight in judging
perfarmance relative to "ability." A second possible interpretation is
that the resporndents paid close attention to the directions and con-
cluded, correctly, that IQ data was the measure most indicative of
ability. However, in most tests and measurements courses, the concept
of errors of meadurement s presented; sd-called "normal" rarges for IQ
are generally described as between 90-110. The resulds suggest that
these two pupil records are ‘not at-all perce1ved as. equ1va1ent in
ability.

- P ‘. v
TABLE [I-1 -
. . » . - -
. Summary Statistics for Protocol Groups on = - 2
g . Performance Judgment : ' R
.. X . N ) ,“A

-

‘Group‘l (Low IQ Protocol) ~ Group 2 (High IQ Protoggﬁ)

~ Mean * , 2.23 -7
Standard . | B e

. deviation . .. 0.42 . . 0.48
N T 66 . ' 144

[




‘ o - Quest1on32 What type of performance 1nd1cators do teachers believe
' : to be the most .trustworthy?

A summary of-the options presented in item 2 suggests that
teachers. believe, and very likely are correct, that grade point
average is the most reliable of the: performance indicators lTisted
on .the protocol (50%). The next most popular choice was that of -
achievement test .scores (31%). The 1Q scores were-about even in.
their rate of selection, about ten percent each (19% total).' A .
. chi-square test of independence for performance score choice and . *
assigned protocol yielded no significant relationship (chi-square S
" corrected = 1.82; 3 df; probability = .615). Thus, regardless of : '
: . this hypothetica] student Being considered a relative "undérachiever” ' .
or "overachiever," teachers did not vary their perception of grade
average as the most reliable of the given performance data. :

Finally, s1m11ar contrasts for questions 1 and 2 were conducted
for ‘teacher gender, test course status (yes or no: Have you ever R
taken a coursé in testsTand measurements?), certification (A, which
. . is a B.S. level; AA, which is the M.S. or M.Ed. Tevel; and AAA, wh1ch
T " represents the Ed.S. level of training) or level of teaching . \
., (elementary, segondary or Both). In all cases, no statistically.
s1gn1f1cant\d1fferences were detegted

Summary

A considerable number of the part?cipants.judged the hypothetical

. . student as an "overachiever" or an "underachiever," depending upon
'* . s which of two performance protocols was assigned. These Judgments

- would appear to be based primarily upon the listed IQ score .in relation .
to the other performance data. - Yet, IQ was listed as the least '
reliable of the types of 1nformat1on available and, from substudy I,
is one of the Tess-preferred data sources. Given that teachers can
form opinions of pupil. performance the questions whigk remain to . -
be answered are: (a) Do these pre-conceived judgments of a.pupil L
transfer to decisions made about the pupil? (b) Would these judgments
be made on the j0b, or only in contrived takks such as the one used
in~the present study? (c) How often do teachers believe their: judgment,
however ‘formed, might be incorrect? Finally, (d) How:long would a

_teacher have to observe a pupil in order to.alter an 1n1t1a1 Jjudgment
of the child if that Judgment was 1ncorrect7 . :

These quest1ons, 1f investigated, cou]d serve’ to support the . _ |
formation of what might be considered. essential training in sound ,
placement and dec1s1on mak1ng principles for educators
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' ) s o Substudy 111 -~ vr

Teachers' Interpretations of Point and Interval Scbme Estimates |

L, B ) . <,

. Among the possible_conclusions.of substudy Il wag the idea that

' teachers may not understand or may ignore the concept that test data

" are subject to "wobble" and that scores which are different may not be’
significantly different. Most measurement texts (e.g., Hills, 1981;
Anastasi, 1976) suggest that confidence bands represent more real fs-
t1ca11y the degree of precision with which a test can estimate an
examinee's true skill level. As a test's reliability increases,
resultiny confidence bands for any given confidence lévet will decrease
in their width. Thus, wide confidence bands should be & tip-off to
relatively lTow test reliability; acmed with this information, users-
shou]d be wary of p1ac1ng considerable stock in w1de confidence bands

Morse (1964) investigated the d1fferences in how undergraduate
~ students, early in a course on tests and measurements, -interpreted
point and interval estimates relative to the mean score. His findings
suggest that intervat estimates (confidence bands) were more likely to
be judged.as closer to the mean than were point estimates (individual
percentile ranks). Further, the phendmenon was more pronounced for
"wide" conftdence bands (+ one standard deviation) than for "marrow"
- (+ one-half standard deviation). A

" The present study was initiated to.answer three specific
questions: (a) Do practicing educators interpret point and interval
_ score estimates differently? (b) Does the width of an interval® _
estimate result 'in different perceptions? (c) Are there identifiable
- trends in thé interpretations of these scores? The answers to these
“‘questions would have 1mp11cat1ons for both reporting practice and
possibly for pre-service or in-service training needs of ‘educators.

Samg]e

Part1c1pants were 105 pubTic schoo] teachers “from Missy ss1pp1, -
represénting eleven different school districts. Of these, hpproxi-
mately 78% were female and 22% were male. The participantd were
attending a workshop on interpretation of test scores, whigh was-part
of a larger workshop on test development. The school distyicts

. Methodology

N

represented were from the western, centra] and northeastegyh regions ef .
the state. . '

o
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Iﬁstruments

s

0.0, +0.5,
expressed as percentile ranks or as 67% confidence bands for various *
reliabilities. The wide confidenge band, defined as +1,0 standard
deviations, assumes a test with zero reliability (e.g., standard error
of measurement = standard deviation). The narrow confidence band, "

* chance factors as a Jucky guess or the choice of questians, _
we sometimes express a score as a percentile band. The per- \\ ,

A single instrument was used to;géther the data for questfo%s 1-3

. : -
Score is well above mean. !
Score is somewhat above mean. ‘
Score is equal or nearly equal to mean.-

. Score is somewhat belpw mean. .
Score’is well below mean.

»

N WeOo

/ -~
Overall directions for the task were as follows:

Directions ®

On the-follow sheets, you will find a number of test
scores, expressed as percentile ranks or percentile barfds.

~ Your percentile rank tells the percentage of a norm
group that you have equaled or surpassed. For example, if
your percentile rank for height in this class is 75, then_you
are as tall or taller than 75% of the persons-in the class.

Because test scores tend to yary somewhat due to such .

centile band 50-75, for example, would mean that we are rea-
sonably confident that the person earning this score-is
really better than the Tower half of the group, but not as
good as the top quarter of the,group. oo L
When the signal is given, open.your booklet to page 1,
andgbegin to work. Be sure that you finish each page before .
going on to the next page. DO NOT TURN BACK TO A PAGE ONCE

YOU HAVE LEFT IT. WAIT FOR THE SIGNAL TO START.

The sgples selected represented values of -2.0, -1.5, -1.0, -0.5,.
+1.0, +1.5, and +2.0 standard deviations from the mean,

-defined as +0.5 standard deviations, assumes a test with reliability
of .75. The very narrow band, defined as +0,33 standard deviations,

~assumes a testyreliability of .89,
decisions from standardized achievement tests, then the very narrow

. G~
" .
r . . . .

19

This instrument consisted of four sets of njne scores; either percen- =
tile ranks or percentile bands, one set to a page.- To the-side 'of .each
score was a rating scale which ranged from 1 to 5 for which the-
following key was given: ' '

“

If one assumes that teachers make ' . ~




. . - . . . , ) kY
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. . . band might be a realistic interval estimate. For locdlly constructed
) tests, the narrow or a "mjd-wide" band might be more realistic.

The order of the scores was randomly determined and kept constant
for each set. The sequence of the sets was randomized for al¥ .~ '
participants so as to avo1d any order effects from biasing the results.

The  ratings were then summed selectively for each. set Rat1ngs ‘on
the four scores or bands based on the scores above the mean” were summed
for an "above.the mean" -total for each set. S1m11ar1y, ratings on the
four scores or bands below the mean were summed for a "below the mean" .
.total for each set. - The rating scale being from one to five, each . . -
summed value had a potential range of from five to, twenty. H1gh values
~  would suggest atperceptlon of the scores‘be1ng above the mean, -while
Tow values wouId indicate a percept1on of the scores be1ng below the
mean,

Internal consistency reliability estimates for the instrument
were: (a) for the individual scores, alpha = .85 (k = 36); (b) for the
"below the mean" sums, alpha.= .66 (k = 4); and (c) for the "above. the
mean" sums, alpha = .78 (k = 4). A copy of- the complete instrument is
‘presented in. Appendix E. ‘ ' . ’ -

A1l part1c1pants were able to- compIete the 1nstrument easilys o,
within th1rty m1nute§\\ . . - ‘ /

i i 4

Results
Quest1on'1 " Do pract1c1ng educators 1nterpret po1nt and 1nterva1 score
est1mates‘d1fferent1y7 . .

A repeated—measures ana]ys1s of var1ance (ANOVA) ‘was calculated
for the four'below the gean sums (one from the percentile’rank set, one
from the 1/3 S.D. band/?et, one from the 1/2 S.D. band set and one from
« the 1S.D. band set). The results are presented in Table III-1. A
- _ statistically significant between-sets F-ratio was obtained, which
suggests that, for the below the mean scores, there was a difference in
how near to or far fyom the mean point and interval estimates were per-
ceived to be: A similar analysis was caIcuIated for the four above the
mean scores, and it also resulted in a statistically significant
between-sets 'F-ratio. The summary of that ANOVA contrast is presented
in TabIe III 2. _ ' " .

. _ Summary stat1st1cs for the summed scores are presented in .
. Table III-3. There is a systematic change within each score type. The .
o _below thé mean score sums tend to increase as the interval estimate
" becomes wider. (A value of 12 would represent a rating of 'the scores
T . as being equal to the mean.). The opposite is true for the above the
mean _scores. As the 1nterva1 estimate becomes wider, the summed-

. ; ratings declined. -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .
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.
| TABLE I1I-1 - , .
~  Repeated Measures of ANOVA Contrasts of K
- Sets of Percentile Ranks belows 50 f
. Al
E 3 P
v * w A ¢ .
Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square, F  Probability
Between Persons # . . 248.89 104 2.39
Within Persons /25 . .35 1.2
Between Sets 95.00 3 31.67  38.55  .000
Residual ' . 256.25 32 0.82 . .
. . i
Total. = - ,-600.12 - 419
-
TABLE 111-2
’ i Repeated Measures of ANOVA Contrasts of
Sets of Percentile Ranks above 50. -
Source of Variation - . Sulm of Squares df Mean Square F  Probability
- . 3 ’ ,
Between Persons 47801 104 21'.60
Within'Persons ~ " a0 35 1.49 K
" Between Séts 161.57 3 53.86  56.22  .000
Residual ' 309.93 32 - 0.9
a
, *"; .
Total oF 949.51 a9 . ‘.
S *
' 21
- ] / 2{)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e . TABLE I111-3 ~ O T +
) . : v o . LA Ry -
' - Perceived Distances of Scores - - = L 4# ' )
~ S from 50th Percentile - . . o -
o . . -7 Score Set o - -
Scores Percentile . 1/3.Standard - 1/2 Standard 2. 1 Standard |
—~ - Rank, Deviatiod Band Deviation Band -:Deviation Band , é L
\ : - , .
Values-below 50 5.27,_ (60 = . s.82 6.56 -~ % o
.. (0.78] (f.00)  (1.08) (1.45) '
- o ' e PR
values above 50 17.71 97.36° - 17.53 - 4., 16.00 - . ' !
: A 0 &) R D75 R (r.21) . . - (1.81) C
| ' - L
LY
. . L.} . - - . "\~ !
Note: Values in parentheses are standard deviations; all values based on 103 = .
. respondents. ' : : .
. v ; . r'd u
' i
R ~
A \.—A ’ Q\
. o L«
22 -
p Y ‘
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Question 2: Does the width of an interval estimate resu1f in different
~perceptions? C '

, Orthogona] contrasts were ca]cu]ated for each score type and
indicate, for the below the mean sums that: (&) the interval estimate
- ratings were perceived as significantly closer to the mean than the
point estimate (F = 50.69; p < .001); (b) there was no difference
between the very narrow and narrow 1nterva1 ‘estimates (F = 3.07;

p = .078}; and (c) the narrow and very narrow interval est1mates were
perceived as further -from the mean than was the wide interval est1mate
(F = 61.955 p < .001). 4

Very similar conclusions could be drawn for the above the mean.
score set contrasts: (a) the point estimate was.perceived as being
s1gn1f1cant1y further from the mean than were the interval estimates (F -

39.39; p < .001); (b) there was no significant. difference in
percept1on of the very narrow and narrow interval estimites (F 1.55;
p = .211); and (c) the wide interval estimates were “judged to be .
significantly closer to the mean than were the narrow_and very narrow
, est1mates (F ="121.77; p < .001). R

- Thus, while the teachers in this study d1d apparent]y interpret
point and interval estimates differently, they did not distinguish
'systematically between the very narrow and narrow confidence bands.
The wide interval bands, though, were perceived as significantly closer
-to the mean than the other two interval estimates. '

Question 3: Are there identifiable trends in the interpretations of
these scores? ‘ ' o :

Orthogonal tests of trend were caqu]ated us1ng po]ynom1a1 .
coefficients from Winer (1971). The results of these contrasts are
presented for the below the mean scores in Table:III-4 and for the
above the mean scores in Table III 5. , _

For the below the mean SCOres, there was a significant linear
trend: and an arguable quadratic trend (F 5.36; p = .020) Eeyond the
linear trend, depending upon the reader's preferred Tevel o
significance. The cubic trend was not statistically significant. For
the above the mean scores, the’ 11near quadratic and cubic trends were
statistically significant. These trends are illustrated in
F1gures ITI-1 and III-2, respect1ve1y

Figure 111-1 is suggest1ve of .a- 11near trend “for ‘the below the
mean scores, in which ratings approach the mean as one moves from &
point estimate to 1ncreas1ng]y wider interval estimates. Figure 111-2 -
13 suggestive- of a cubic trend, thanks mostly to a dramatic change for
the wide band ratings. .Againsas one changes from a point estimate to
1ncrea51neg wider 1nterva1 estimates, the ass1gned rat1ngs dec11ne

23
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. Figure III-1
Mean Ratings for Scores Below Mean
-
N
T : : :
- , | I T L I
Percentile . 1/3SD . 1/2SD -~ 1 SD
Rank - *  Band Band - Band
) Ny
L ' 4
Figure III-2 ’
Mean Ratings for Scores Above Mean
4 . | 7
- i [~ )
| . L [N 1
Percentile 1/3SD .~ 1/2 SD 1 SD
Rank Band Band * Band
K ' ’ :
24 .
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; TABLE 111-4

Summary of Teéts of Trend for Scores Below Mean

Trend df ~MS . F - Probability -
Linear | 1  88.46 107.74 .000
Quadratic g 1 ! 4.40 5.36 +.020
" Cubic 1 BRI 2.60 104 -
 Residual 312 .0.82 . o~ . ‘
C TABLE III-5 _
' Summary of Tests of Trend for Scores Above Mean
Trend .~ daf MS- ~F ~ Probability
Linear 1 1097 11049 .000
. ¢ N B .
- Quadratic 1 . 28.81 29.01 .000
Cubic 1 23.05 23.21 .000
k Residual 312 . 0.99
. [ ]

A
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‘ o towards the mean. From thésevdata, it i‘s clear that trends in the
interpretations of given scores can be identified, and the shape of the
trend depends upon whether the scores are below or above the mean.

o
y Tt

Surmary
While the task in this study was contrived, the,data suggest some
very 1nterest1ng conclusions may be drawn. First, educators -- if the

sample used in this study is at all representative of teathers
elsewhere -- do interpret point estimates and interval estimates °
differently. The general trend was to perceive a score as being closer
to the mean when presented in increasingly wider interval estimates.

In other words, these teachers tended to give systematic overestimates
of scores below the mean and underestimates of scores above the mean

- when those scores were presented in interval band form. On the one v

: hand, this is not unreasonable when the test reliability is zero, as
. ~ the best point estimate for-a randomly selected individual is the group
mean. However, for the narrow and very narrow intervals, which
represented re11ab111t1es of .75 and .89, respectively, such an inter-

pretation strategy is clearly inappropriaté.. This brings us to -the
second conclusion, that these teachers did not demonstrate an .
understanding of how a confidence band should be interpreted. Finally,
‘since confidence bands. better express. the degree of accuracy with which
human performance may be measured, reporting procedures may require a
thorough examination if the producer wishes-folks to draw. appropriate
- interpretations from the.data,

._ » j “_26
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'Substudx IV

Teachers' Estimates of Costs and Losses in Decisions

Mov1ng from an 1nterpretat1on to some def1n1te act1on requ1res
that a decision be made. The quality of a decision will depend upon
the qualify of information available for processing, as well, as the
capability of the individual to interpret and integratesthe 1nforg§
tion in a sound manner. Thus, the perceived quality of informati
available to teachers will, apart from their skill at interpreting
it, affedt the kinds of decisions which teachers make. This conclusion
is underscored by the work of Fleming and Antonen (1971), Goslin

(1967); Rudman et al. (1980) and Kellaghan, Madaus and Airasian (1982).

A second, personal factor which might affect béhavior is .the percep-
tion of how probable a correct decision might be. Finally, the
perceived consequences or risks of an incorrect decision may well
affect the choices which people make (Kahneman and Tversky, 1973). °

The presentdstu¢y=wasu1n1t1ated to answer three specific
questions related”to the quality of information and decision
1ikelihoods: (a) How accurately do teachers believe standardized

. achievement test scores estimate pupil skill? ( ) What outcomes or.
decisions are perce1ved of as having greater import? (c) What do

teachers perceive £o be the likelihood of maP:ng incorrect desisions?
These quest1ons serve to outline the focus of ‘the study. :

-

“Methodology
SampTe A
-

‘6art1c1pants were 215 pub11c school teachers from fourteen

- different school districts in Mississippi. These' districts

represented the western, southern, central and northeastern regions
of the state. Approximately 80% of the sample were females and
about 20% were males. These participants were in attendance at a
week- 1ong workshop on test deve1opment ' i .

- -

Instruments I ’

Data for the first quest;on ‘come from a three-response task
asking participants to judge'the percent of students whose test
scores on the California Ach1evement Test (CAT) represent an ,
accurate. reflection of their true sk111, the percent who receive a

~ too-low score; and the percent who receive a too-high score. The
.directions reminded the part1c1pants that these three values should

sum to 100%.. This measure is represented by -items 1 3 of the
book]et presented in Appendix F.

e . ,."
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_ ' - Data for question two came from one of twa sets of §ix.farced-
~ . choice-stimuli for which participants were asked which of .‘two outcomes

they believed to be worse. These two sets differed in that one posed
P the question for atypical students (either very good or very ‘poor), . A
while the second posed the question for average students ' ~
An examp]e of the "loss rat1o 1tems is

Se]ect the statement wh1ch you be11eve 1s the worse of the

pair of statements. . , -
Wh1ch 1s WORSE:
\\¥ a. Acc1denta11y p]ac1ng a poor student in an advanced group or =
o class. | L
e b. Accidentally p]ac1ng a good student ina remed1a1 group or
c]ass

1

The two sets of st1mu1i are contained in the fiest and second
booklets in Append1x F. In each booklet, the forced-choice stimuli
Y are items 4-9. v _

' © Data for the th1rd question came from one of two sets of seven .
forced-choice stimuli for which participants were asked which of two
outcomes they believed to be the more likely. These two sets
‘differed in that one posed -the question for atypical students
(either very good or very poor), while the second posed the question
- for average students. S :

) An example of the "likelihood" items is: |
\\///( A Select the statement which you believe is the MORE
LIKELY of the pair of statement to occur. For each - o
~question, the student is of AVERAﬁE achievement level. - . ’ E

Which is MORE- LIKELY:

. s . . C
a. A student performs very well on a classroom test.
b. A student performs very poorly on a classroom test.

The two sets of stimuli are combined in the first and second booklets
“in Appendix F. In each booklet, the forced-choice stimuli are
items 10-16. . : '

Part1c1pants comp]eted the entire book]et in a single session.
A11 participants were able to comp]ete the three parts easily w1th1n
twenty-five minutes.’ _

=
o
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‘ : ~\'_'Resu1'ts » .
; : Question 1: How accurately do teachers be]1eve standard1zed ach1eve—
ment tests estimate pupil skill?- - :
Overall, the mean estimate ibr the percent of accurate scores was .
62.6. Mean estimates of the frequency of too-low scores and too- Z‘Sh
~ scores were 22.5 and 14.7, respectively. This suggests that' thes A
- teachers believe that standard1zed achievement tests are on target S \
about two-thirds of the time. Further, when the tests are believed : T
inaccurate, the perceived tendency is to err towards an unrealisti- -
cally low rather than unrealistically high score. A mu]t1var1ate
apalysis of variance (MANOVA) was calculated to compare these -
estimated ﬂercentages among teachers of different gender, test
. course status, cert1f1cat1on and teach1ng Tevel. '

‘The dependent var1ab]es chosen were the first two percentages ' .
(accurate and too-low). The reason for not including all three was ..
the fact that forcing the values to sum to 100 introduces:a : i
dependency, that is, respondents only had two degrees of freedom “ yﬁ%
in their selection. Independent variables included gender, .test
course status (whether or not participant -had ever taken a course
in tests and measurements), cert1f1cat1on (A, representing a B.S.
level; AR, representing an M.S. level; or AAA, representing an Ed.S.
level of coursework), and teach1ng level (e]ementary, secondary or
both) A summary of. the main effects MANOVA’ contrasts is presented
in Table IV-1. ; .

“In each case, -there was no stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant diffegence
among the contrasted groups. Interactions, not presented 1n the
Tab1e Iv- ] were a]so not significant. '

Thus, the perce1Ved frequencies of right or wrong results
coming from-a specific achievement test were similar regard]ess
- of respondent gender, test course status, certification or teaching
level.

‘Question 2: What outcome or decisions are perceived of a$ having
"~ greater 1mport7 : _ , : . :

The results of the forced- choice ‘ihstrument measuring. perceived

losses associated with incorrect decisions are summarized in

TabTe IV-2¢. Each of the.items forced a choice between a false

positive (e.g., a student passing a test when he or she did not
" know ‘the material) or a false negat1ve outcome (e.g., a student

failing a test when he or she did in fact know the material). i A
The tabled percentages represent the frequency that a particular

outcome was selected as worse. . o

- In genera] there was congruence between the observed percentages
for the atyp1ca] and average student sets. The types of outcomes can_
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. bBe conven1ent1_y divided into two classes: Test results or decisions
: and instructional outcomes. The overall ratio 0% false positive ( :
to false negative (FN) selections (called a loss ratio) was markedly »
. affected based on which class of outcomes wgg examined. For test
i . results, the loss ratios were 0.46 for atypical students and 0.78
' for average students. This suggests that the. part1c1pants believed
the wgrse outcomes for students to be test scores or decisions which
underestimate rather than overestimate the true levél of -performance.
From a study using seventh grade students. Morse.(1977) found that
‘students-would tend to. agree.  Their perceived loss ratio was 0.47.

 The resulting loss rdtio for the instructional outcomes was

quite different, though. For the atypical student item set, the
resulting FP/FN value was 4.72, while for the average student set, .
the value was 10.40. The participants bglieved- that false positive
outcomes are cons1derab1y worse than fatse negative outcomes for
students. That is, the teachers would apparently choose to err in
the direction of holding the student back grather than pushing too
quickly. The marked difference between the loss ratiog¥fér the
atypical and average students suggests that the perceived disparity

“in FP and FN instructional outcomes is seen as more severe_fbr averageu
students. The loss ratio of the séventh grade students in Morse's
study (1977) was not nearly as dramatic a departure from the test

. outcomes value, be1ng 2.60. . .

. Quest1on 3: What_do teachers perceive to be the 11ke11hood of mak1ng :
vncorrect dec1s1ons? . .

o The results of the forced choice instrument measur1ng Jjudged .
THikelihoods associated with incorrect outcomes or decisions are :
summarized in‘Table IV-3. For these items, the congruence between

~the judgments for the atypical and average student sets was much
- closer than for the loss ratio items. A siimilar pattern of.
different percept1ons of - test or performance versus 1nstruct1ona1 ,
outcome 1ikelihoods was noteds though. » : ’

“The Judged 1ikelihoods of 1ncorrect test or performance outcomes
suggest that false negative outcomes are .considered the more likely
(FP/FN = 0.54 and 0.64 for atypical and average students, respect1ve1y)
The picture reverses for 1nstruct1ona1 outcomes, in which false .
-positive outcomes-are judged to be for more common (FP/FN = 2.51 and
3.75 for atyp1ca1 and. average students, Lespect1ve1y) .

. . The estimates of too-low and too-high test pegformance d1scussed
above jin Question 1, give an independent check for’ test outcome
1ikelihood. For, those data, the likelihood ratio (FP/FN) was 0.65, :
which 1s congruent with the va]ue%<bbta1ned from the 1ikelihood item “—
. sets. . _ -
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" rather than systematic (Lord and Nov1ck 1968). Perhaps this opinion

~ A v o : ,
The estimates from this instrument, as should be obvious, are o
of relative error likelthood, as opposed to absolute 1ikelihdod T
judgments. The task used in Question 1, though, 'was an absolute
judgment tdsk. That its results were congruent with the relative
judgments from the forced-choice instrument suggests that switching

o to Jjudgments of absolute Tlikelihoods m1ght not alter the re]at1ve

error estimates.

~ Summary

Teachers apparently‘have at least a modicum of faith.in standard-
jzed achievement tests, at least in the accuracy- of the resulting
scores. When incorrect results arise, they are perceived as being more. ,
often lower rather than higher than appropriate. Test theory suggests
that, if necessary.assumptions hold, errors of measurement are random

reflects personal observat1ons of some students being unable to perform
well. . , o, .

oA m0re.important'COnCTusion is that false negative outcomes are

“perceived as less desirable than false positive outcomes for test

‘decisions, yet for instructional outcomes, a false positive outcome . is

considered much worse than a false negative. Thesé two observations
suaggest that there is a perception of test decisions somehow being
independent- of instructional decisions or outcomes. In other words,
the T1ink between testg as an .example of controlled assessment and

- subsequentginstructional decisions for pupils is either not perceived

as 1mportéﬂt or is ‘ignored. Either way, these data suggest an
incoherent system: the preferred error for testing is to pass the -,
student who doesn't have the skills but the error of ¢hoice: for e
instruction is to hold back/;tudents who do have the requ1s1te sk1115¢
. -,1;;,}.

The tabulation of likelihood estimates aga1n suggests that theSe "
teachers -- and teachers in . general if this sample is at ali” represen-
tative of other teachers -- are operating in an incoherent system, as a
Bayesian statistician would use the term (Novick and Jackson, 1974).
In order to minimize overall "cost" or "loss" to a system, the appro- -
priate strategy is to alter Tikelihoods of outcomes so that the e
products of loss ratios and Tikelihoods are at a minimum. Yet, these
data. $uggest that the most costly, or the least desirable, dec1s1ons or

- outcomes are considered to be the most 1ikely outcomes. (The reader

should note that these are relative error rates be1ng d1scussed and not
abso]ute rates.) : : . .

One possible hypothes1s is that the error wh1ch is observed most : ‘
often is that which becomes judged as the more severe. If true, this °, . '
hypothesis would serve to exp1a1n, in large part, the observed results.

However, the patterns observed in-the judgmerits suggest tha®™an alter-

" native hypothes1s that "generally incoherent decision-making schemes are

in effect in educat1on settings must also be cons1dered as a
poss1b111ty '
.31
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‘ TABLE IV-1 ‘
Sumrﬁary of MANOVA Contrasts on "Hit Rate" Estimates v
Contrast Wilks' Lambda AbpréximateF ’ 'd&] Probability
. ’ . A i
Gender 959 2.84 2,132 .062 -
Test Course 992 0.51 2,132 601
Certificate 979 0.69 . 4:264 596
Leyel # .982 . 70.58 4,264 - 674
N\
S\ . B
P
, * )
»
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‘  TABLE Iv-2 v
. - . ) . Teacher Loss Ratios : -
* by Type of Student ) : -
‘ A N '
- A. For atypical students: - - ) : Horse Outcome _ ' -
Circumstance v ’ - " False Positive  False Negative
* 1. Incorrect placement - ' AV 59% _
s J 2. Test performance L S 23 7T
3. Moving on’vs. remaining with material - 8s5% 15% § . ;
. 4. Speed of presentation of material 76%. , 24%
. 5. Test performance; minimal P-F St o 31%, 0 69%
. 6. Outcomes of incorrect instructional R _ )
S . -decisions - e ' 87% 13
’ Summary:  Test results or decision.(1,2,5) : FP/FN = 0.46
. Instructional outcomes {2,3,6) : FP/FN = 4,72 ©= . _
‘ | . -. | V ‘ ‘ ) . N ) .
B. For average students: o /’/ Worse Outcome N :
’ - Circymstance ‘ ' False Positive False Negqtive _ .
1..Inc6rrect placement 37% : 63% ' ,
‘ - 42 Test performance - - a1y - | 53% ’
3. Moving on vs. remaining with material o 90% 0% A .
4, Speed of presentation of material - 90% ©10% B
5. Test performance; minimal 'P-F ' . 47% - 53%
6. Outcomes of incorrect instructional oo ) )
decision - _ o , 95% 5% ,
: i ) . E
 Summary: Test results or decision (1,2,5) : FP/FN =" 0.78- T .
Instructional outcomes (2,3,6) : FP/FN = 10.40 ' ,
Note: Values for pérts A and. B are based on 143 and 72 respondents,‘respettive]y. ¢

;_[SIQ\L(: ' _ o f .. . | o ; .-‘ .H: .. -_ : . | .' ) ‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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o7 TABLE Iv-3
Teacher Likelihood Estimates
by Type of Students
> . = Z
A. ’Fbr atypical students: 7 Worse 0utcome
o ' . _Circumstance _ Fa]se Pos1t1ve Fa1serNegative
1. Student work is atypical 20 .80
) 2. CAT score is opposite expectation .38 .62
3. CAI:store is too.far_in same direction. .1;, .57
¥
4. C1assroom test performance is opposite :
expectation .30 .70
5. Semester’grade is oppositevexpectation .88 :12
) ' 6. Placement is 1qcorrect ‘ “ ".59 N1
7. Classroom test P-F status is oppos1te ' _ g B
expectation : . .45 ‘ b5
LikeT1ihood ratfos: Test or performance (1-4,7 : FP/FN = 0.54
Instrugtional outcomes  (5,6) : FP/FN = 2.51 - ¢
v . ' Vo
-B. For average students: . _Norse'Outcome )
. Circumstance - False Pasitive Fa]se'Negative
- 1. Student work is atypical - .53 .47
. 2. CAT'score is opposite exﬁectatmon .10 + .90
3. CAT score is too far in same direction .16 .84 .
- ) 4. C1assroom test performance is oppos1te
expectation .74 .26
. 5. Semester grade is opposite expectat1on .90 .10
6. Placement is incorrect .68 .32
» . -~ | .
7. Classroom test P- F status is- oppos1te .
» expectation .42 . .58
h L1ke11hood ratios Test or performance (1-4,7) : FP/FN = 0.64
Instructional outcomes 5,6} : FP/FN = 3.75
Note: Values for parts A, B based on 143-and 72 respondents, reSpectively.
o IR |
. .
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. as a function of the degree of utility which was attributed
"particular type of performance information. )

~ ty of the information. .

» o \ *
: Substudy V ‘ ‘ y
* ’ i o . .‘t" . - ‘ . * o .
Factors InfYuencin$ Yeacher Estimation of Pupil Performance
;- : 2 : : EE

Educational decision-making is governéd in Tarde part by the

" dynamics of how tedchers interpret the performance information avail-

able to them. - Interpketations, once drawn, form the basis for aotion.
The question of conceyn here is: What factors may be shown to affect
interpretation and i{igment of pupil performance? . S
Even though the now-infamous "Pygmalion" study (Rosenthal and

Jacobson, T968§ was widely critiqued for its Tack of experimental
rigor, the question was raised as to whether teachers' judgmgnts
of pupi] performance could betaffected by inaccurate or unrelgted
information. Fleming .and Antonen (1971}, in an‘attempt to replicate
the Pygmalion Study, did observe that teachers did vary considerably
4n the degree of accuracy they were willing to ascribe to different =~ @
types-of test performance information. This perceived aCcuragyxvaried

to the .
¥ _

Teachers abpakently temper their judgments of performance.
information accuracy on the basis of other information. Frederickson

‘and Marchie (1966) noted that teachers asked to rate’the validity |

of a given test score for one of their pupils, were much more Tikely
to accept score information congruent with their prior beljefs than -
to accept incongruent score information. Leither (1976) found that
teachers, even when asked to avoid all extraneous data, had a marked
tendency to draw upon their-knowledge of unrelated student background
information in order to interpret test performance information.

" Examples of the tﬁbes of extraneous information which have been
shown to affect teacher judgments are many. Perhaps one of the most
widely-publicized is that of the pupil's name. Harari and McDavid (1973)
found significant differences in teacher Yatings of the same student

work depending upon what‘name was attached to the work..’

There'is'evidénce to suggest that; prior information does mediate
decisions made on follow-up information. Shavelson, Caldwell and Tzu
(1977) noted that such decisions are.determined in part by the congruence

o -

of the follow-up informa%%on with initial data, as well as the reliabili- .

while perceptions of pupil capability or chances for SUCCESS are more
readily altered.than. pedagogical decisions, the #ypes of pedagogical

perceptions of the pupil's capability changes. v .
Thus, if teachers’ judgménts do havevan,efféct upon their behavibk

towards pupils, it is important to examine factors which may contribute

to these judgments. The present study incorporated each of the factors

35

rther, the Shavelson et al. study suggests that. -

" actions teachers report as best for -a particular pupil do change as their =
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+ ., from 157 of -the 163 teachers (96%).

-

> suggested by prior research results. . Extraneous information was ’
. represented by "inclusion of the pupil's first name. Use of prior ,
information was presented by requiring two separate decision points,
the second coming after the presentation of follow-up infermation on
< the pupil. Congruenge of information was incorporated by matching
. or mis-matching initial and follow-up information (each was either-
positive or negative). -Reliability of inforhation was represented
by providing quite different sources of -information, In this way,
.- the study allowed the examination of the interactive effects of these
factors as they affected teacher decisions. ' R
The specific questions which define the scope of the study were:J‘.
(a) Does pupil gender, initial appraisal, follow-up information or =
reliability of information affect teacher decisions? ‘(b) Are these "
differences in teacher decisions attributable to.gender, training,

- certification or teaching level? L
Methodology
~ Sample o e " L

Participamts were 163 teachers, with varying levels of experience.
Educdtion levels were approximately evenly divided between undergraduate
training only (46%) and graduate degrees (M.S. 43%, Specialist degree,
11%). A1l respondents were participants in a training workshop and
voluntarily completed the instrument. Complete data were obtained

Instruments

. The instrument used for this study was a slightly altered version
. of that used in the Shavelson et al. study. Respondents were presented-
with initial information for a "student" and were then. asked to judge
the chances (between 0 and 100%)- of the student obtaining all A's and
B's on the report card. The initial information varied by valence

(either positive or negative in the description of pupil's ability,

“study habits and family background) and by gender (the student was given

_either a male or female name, no surname -supplied). ,

o

| Aftér judging the chi]d's'chanceﬁ for 5uccess} the follow-up

_information was presented. This information varied by valence (either‘A

posjtive or negative®in the descriptions of the .child's achievement

and "attitude" towards school), and reliability (the information coming
from reliable and authoritative sourceés or from unreliable and = -~
unauthoritative sources). ‘Respondents were then asked to judge again,
in light of the follow-up information, the child's. chances for success

-in school. R
4 S .
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The possible conditions thus.formed a 2x2x2x2 factorial design,
with the additional repeated measures dimension of teacher judgment.
- The factors were: initial information valence; pupil gender; follow-up
information valence; and follow-up jinformation reliability. .

Other questions posed at the time of each judgment.included:

(a) whether the textbooks to be chosen for the student should be at, at
or above, or below the student's grade level; (b) how the teacher would
react if the child hesitated in answering a question in class; and
(c) how important it was to praise the child every time he or she did
good work, These questions are referred to as the textbook., ques-
tioning and reinforcement decisions, respectively. A copy of the
information paragraph types and a sample booklet are contained in
Appendix G. * . o . C

The ordering of factor ébnditionsfwas‘randomized brio} to
distribution of the booklets. Each participant was able to complete
the task easily within twenty-five minutes. o

- Results

Question &: Does pupil gendek, initial qppraisal; follow-up -~
information or reliability of information affect teacher decisions?

 Contrasts of initial judgments by valence and gender indicated a
'significant information valence éffect, but only trivial differences .
due to pupil gender (F for valence = 268.91; F for gender = 0.865
df = 1/153). These results are displayed in Table V-1. Because of
~ this, the initial judgments were used as a covariate for the contrasts
of follow-up judgment by all four factors. The. summary information for
the ANCOVA centrasts of final probability estimates is contained in
Table V-2. : ' . o

From the data in Table V-2, it is apparent that when.follow-up
judgments are adjusted for initial judgments, pupil. gender and ) _
follow-up information valence were significant main effects (p = .011
and p <.001, respectively). The reliability of the follow-up infor- .
mation, while not significant-as a main effect, was part of significant

two-way interactions-with both initial and follow-up information = |
valence {p = .002 and p < .001, respectively). No other interaction -
was statistically significant. - - . S / '

, Means for the differences in judgment_(fo]Tow-up,eStimate -
initial estimate) by valence condition for male and female names are ==
.presented in Table V-3, These means suggest several important results:

" (a) When the two information sets were congruent in valence, ‘the
. differences were considerably smaller than when they were incongruent. :
. (b) Respondents were systematically favoring, the male student over the -

female in their judgment.revisions. Positive mean changes <in judgment

‘-3i7 ! ) AN
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TABLE V-1 ¢ o
ANOVA Summary of Initial Prohability Estimates
Source : : df MS _F Probability
Gender (6) g 277.49 0.86 355
.“Im'tia1 information » . v ’
valence (I) - 86210.68 268.91 .000
Gx I ' 1 660.40 2.06 149
Residual . 153 320.58 L .
. . . o
Total 156 873.07 '
.
\ “w
’ ) *
\ s
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"’ TABLE V-2
- N ' - . ' *
ANCOVA Summary of Final Probabvili.ty Estimates
. o ~ Source ' ‘ _df - M5 F Probability
P  Covariate ' 1 15799.35  48.60 .00
Gender (G) I 271,70 6.68 - .01
Initial .information - ) B ) .
valence (I} 1 671.70 2.07 .153
. . . Follow-up information I ' L e
S “valence (F) - 1. 38294.21 117.81-. .600 ~
s _ * Follow-up information ’ - : ‘
’ reliability (R) ‘ 1 89.15 0.27 - 601 -
GxI 1 789.28 243 - a2
GxF e 1 8431 - 0.26 611
) 6xR 1 187,81 0.58 488
. IxF 1 166.74 0.51 . 475,
I xR 1 ©3277.68  10.08 - .002
F xR 1 18187.49 55795 .  .000
GxIxF ' R T 19.34 0.06 ~  .808
GxIxR oL 82,28  0.25 : .616
GxFxR : 1 94.56 0.29 - .591
- - IxFxR- 1 . 363.28 . 1.12 .292
6xIxFxR - ] e T oas o8
Residual - , .. 140 325.06
Total .




TABLE V-3

Mean Difference in Judgment by Information - \/ _
Valence anq Gender

Female Student ’ ) Male Student

T Follow-up information . Follow-up information . o
R . 4 . ) . 4 . . _ -» . 4+ . N
- - 2.0 857 - 0.65 .  35.29 SRR
¢ o Initial (13.31) . -(32.41) Initian ~  (19.63) (28.96) . L
+ -30.46 2.2 « - + . e28.10 EXTE : o
(28.16) (5.95) . T (26.25) - (10.54)

Note: Values in parentheses are standard_deviations.
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. ' - were larger for the male student, while negative mean changes were
larger for the female student. The size of this difference by gender
ranged from 0.86 pgrcentage points.-for the dual positive valence to
12.75 for the dual negative valence. In fact, for the dual negat1ve
valence, judgments for males were revised up about two-thirds of a

~ point while the mean Jjudgment for fema]es dec11ned by over twe1ve
po1nts. :
Eald : . .

- Summary statistics for the significant two-way ‘interaction
L . variables are contained in Table V-4. The patterns for initial and,
follow-up data valences were congruent. The reliable follow-up.
information resulted in differences about six.or more times as. large
as those for the unreliable follow-up information. For the 1ncongruent
data valences, ‘though, the reliable follow-up information resulted in

. differences -slightly gver three times as/large as those for unre11ab1e

1nformat1on. N

Because of the unexpected impact which pupil gender had on the
outcomes, a follow-up study was planned. In this study,-a total of - - ‘
fifty-six public school teachers from two school districts in -
southwestern Mississippi was asked to participate.  The design of

" the follow-up study was essentially the same, with two differences.

First, two female names, Carol and Sdsan were used instead of a male
and fema]e name. Second, only reliable follow-up .information was.
presented. . Thus, the study represented a 2x2x2 design of name by.
initial 1nformat1on valence by fo]]ow-up information va]ence.
Fifty-four usable booklets were turned 1n .

The results, presented as an ANCOVA contrast of final’ probab111ty
estimates using initial estimates as the covariate, are summarized in
Table V-5. No significant main effect other than follow-up valence was
observed (F = 94,15; p < .001). None of the interactions was statis-
tically s1gn1f1cant. Thus,.the observed differences due to gender in
the 'main study were apparently not due to selection of a disagreeable
female name. Whether it was caused, in part, by an espec1a11y
fortu1tous cho1ce of male name is st111 open to question.

Path ana]ys1s mode]s were generated and tested for each of the
three decisions called for: textbook, questioning and reinforcement.
Following -the Shave]son e% al. approach two interaction variables, SV.
and RV, were created. represents interaction of gender ‘and 1n1t1a}
va]encg while RV 2 represents the.interaction of re1iabi1ity and

. fo]]ow-up valenc However, the SV, variable was not a significant

‘contributor to either initial pred1ct1on (PE,) or resulting decision
(1D, QD, or RD,), as suggested by the resu]%s in TABLE V-2. The

: val&nce &f 1n1t}a1 information (V,) was used as the sole exogenous
variable>for initial prediction, % hile gender (G) was used as one of
the two purely exogenous variables for the follow-up prediction (PE2)
Kenny (1979) outlines the mechan1cs of generat1ng and test1ng path
models. . _ _ B

- . L




. . . .
@ ‘ ‘ ‘
. L
L J
»
¢ \ TABLE V-4
Mean Differences.in Judgment by Information ’ -~

Valence and Reliability

Reliable Informatioﬁ{

. Follow-up information

‘Unreliable Information:

Follow-up -information

© S+ . RS

- -12.95 , 50.83 S 083 1425

Initial (]4.35) (33.00) . Initial (18.09) (]3.89)
information » . information C .

+ - -42.10 6.70 - +.0 - -13.62 -1.19
(28.81) (8.09) . 416.41) (6.88) -

Note: ,Vélue§ in parenthesés aré standard deQiations.
- .
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TABLE V-5
ANCOVA Summary of Final Probability Estimates
" from Follow-up‘ Study : -
L P |
’ " source ' - df n F Probability
Covariate - g B 2530.07  6.31 016
— 9
Name” (N) o 1 6.53 0.02 899
“Ipitial information ' o
valence (I} A 444 .97 1.11. .298
Follow-up information - . . o "b L '
valence (F) ' - i 37767.23 - 94.15 .000
Nx I : S 649.31 . 1.62 2100 ’
N x F S f v sz 150 227
_ IxF \ -1 03586 1.5 ALY ]
3 O NxIxF . _ 1. . as.97. 1M .297
; v . ' ‘ L ©
Residual 45 01.13
‘Total - 53 1144.30 .
’ »
t
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“Figures V-1, V-2 and V-3 illustrate ‘the path models which
represent the best fit to the sample data for the textbook decision,
the guestioning decision and the reinforcement decision, respeetivety.

~ For the initial textbook decision, it.is apparent that the initial
information valence effect overshadows™ that of the initial prediction
by a ratio of about two to one. The subsequent information, contained
in the RV variable, the gender (G) ‘and the initial prediction all-:

" combine to affect the follow-up prediction of success (PE,). As a
result, the follow-up decision is affected most strong1y~€y the

follow-up prediction, follewed by the RV variable and the initia]itext .

- “decision (TD;). In this instance, both prior and collateral -informa-
tion are being combined in the probability estimates and subsequent
decision. : L B - -

The:same cannot be said to hold for questioning strategy -
decisions.  As fl1lustrated in Figure V-2, the choice of questioning
. strategy is apparently unaffected by any variable other than initial -
questioning_ decision {QDy). In other words, questioning strateg S
essentially invariant across the observed factors; teachers: see
have a preferred style or.strategy.and’choose not to‘alter it.

Reinforcement strategy decisions, though, were affected toa , -
degreé by follow-up information. Figure V-3 §1Tustrates that for both "

*initial and follow-up decisions (RD;, RD,), the prediction estimates o
and purely exogenous variables all combified to affect the'decision. -

 Question 2: Are there differences in teécher decisions attfibufable_to
’ vgenaer,-training,'certification or teaching tevel? ' ’

“An analysis of covariance, using initial probability estimates of

' success as the covariate, was calculated in order to contrast the '
various Tevels of the personal variables considered.” The ANCOVA o
results are presented in Table V-6. As is suggested by the figures in
Table V-6, none of ‘the main effects examined -- gender, whether or not
coursework in tests and measurements had been taken, level of certifi-
cation (A, AA or AAA) or teaching Tevel (elementary, secondary or
both) -- made a difference in the adjusted final probability. estimates.
Because some of the two- and three-way interaction cells were empty for -
this sample, only main effects were examined, and ‘a pooled within-cell
variance estimate was used. : : - ' S

&

~oummary

‘That teachers' jifdgments depend upon certain. factors is apparently
a reasonable propositibn. -Teachers' responses in this study suggest
that they- are sensitive to' the congruence of new information with prior
information, the reliability of information, the gender of the student
and the valence of performance information. Why male names should be

44
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o F1gure V 1 o
Path Model and Coeff1c1ents for Text-Decision

33

_ _‘Figu?e V-2 : '
Path Model and Coefficients for Questioning Decision
o R,
. J17*

+

F1gure V-3
Path Mode] and Coeff1c1ents for Re1nf0rcement Dec1510n




TABLE V-6

wa

hd - . ANCOVA Summary of Final Probab111ty Est1mates
: For Teachef® Groups )
Source T oM F__ _Probability
Covariate s 15016.10 . ‘33.02 T 000
Gender 1 ©369.14 . 0.81 - -,369
Test Course 1 a01.24 % 0 Lson.
‘ Certification 2 . 454.47 1.00 - o
S e Level 2. 087.e 239 . 095
Residual 139 454,69
JTotal ST 149 877.96 . .
A‘r- -
¢ . 5
¥ . T’
. A
L )
. Ve
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ﬁ

- systemat1ca11y favored over female names. is nnt clear. However, should -

" there be even the slightestgliink between this difference ‘observed bn an -

"artificial task and behavior in the c]assroom, then serious considera-

~ tion should be given to approaches by which such inequities may be °~ -
reduced. Second, as Shavelson et al. suggest, it appears that _
teachers' dec1s1on-mak1ng -- with the exception of questioning ST
strategy ---is somewhat - Bayesian in nature. Unfortunately, the par-
ticipants “in this sample were not. equitably Bayesian. Third, the link
between teacher perception of pupil capability and subsequent behavior
towards the students deserves further investigation. Fourth, teacher . -
chardcteristics dg not appear to have any systematic effect on , L
judgments of a student's chances for "success" in school. These ' g
results indicate that bdth relevant and irrelevant information are
incorporated in decision-making. - One possible implication is that
teacher preparation ,should include tra1n1ng on sound dec1s10n-mak1ng




" Substudy VI

Changes in Teachers' Knowledge and
Perceptions of Test Score Data

7

That teachers' knowledge and perceptions of test score data €re .
perhaps not as sound as desirable s a fairly common conclusion -
(Hastings et al., 1960; Goslin, 1978; Rudman et al., 1980). However,
as Rudman and colleagues pointed out in their 1980 review of assessment
practice, not mach has been done to investigate whether teachers'
knowledge. can be changed by direct intervention, such as staff develop-
ment training sessions {e.g., in-service education). The results of
‘the previous substudies contained in -this project report suggest that
no systematic differences in perceptions, use or interpretation of
performance, data could be attributed to whether or not the participant
had taken one or more courses in tgsts and.measurements. It may
‘well be the case that the topics j#raditionally covered in such
courses emphasize statistical coficepts and ‘treat the topics of & .|
interpretation and use only lightly, if at all. A second possibility
is that the time separating the course work from the present is
simply too great to allow the retention of measurement concepts:

' The present study-was initiated to provide insight on-two

pe

specific questions: (a) Can teachers' knowledge or perceptions of test._‘

score data be changed as.a result of short-term, directed training?
(b) Are there differences in the degree of this change attributable

to teachers' measurement background, certification or teaching ‘level?.
.. v.‘_’ ;- s/@

s * Methodology ' : ‘

9

(3]

.} -

rticipants-in-the study were. 245 public schgol-teachers from
ippi school districtsy, The school distritt offers instruction
from grades one to twelve. The racial mix of the teachers was about
75% white\and 25% black. By gender, the percentage iof females was
about 75%] that of males about 25%. The teachers within the system
ed a variety of teacher training institutions attended.

wn in which the séhool system.is -based has a population of
Tghtly over 15,000, making it a medium-‘size city for Mississippi.

Instruments o T S -
Four separate subtests were used in this study, tWo of which

related to perceptions of test score data while the others measured
“knowledge of tests and test scores. These subtests are discussed

| -
. ' 4
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1nd1v1dua11y in detdil be10w4 A copy of all instruments is contained
in Append1x H. S L ‘ ST e
Va11d1ty sybtest. This subtest was the same as that used for the
first research.question in Substudy I. It was comprised of one of two
sets -of ejght vitems,. each of which gave test and nontest information
for a hypothetical student. The part1c1pant was then asked to Judg@
the given test score as being valid, quest1onab1e or invalid. An .
examﬁTe from the va11d1ty Judgment subtest Jisz: :

A female student, sixth grade, average grade of D in read1ng and
- social studies. New CAT-77 read1ng comprehens1on percent11e

is 92. This score. is: . .

d. Va]]d . : o v

b. Questionable s ) y

c. Invalid o :
A response of "Valid" was coded as three poihts, a rating  of "Question-
able" as tWo and "Invalid" as oné point. The ratings were then summed
. .across items. Thus, high scores represent a greater perceived validity
of test scores -- in both congruent and incongruenf settings -- while
- leW scores represent 'a lower degree of perceived validity. Overall

1nterna1 consistency reliability of this measure was -.80. ~

N
Know]edge subtest. This subtest was des1gned to assess how we11

participants could interpret both- classroom and-standardized achieve-
ment test score data, Several of the ten items came from those used in
surveys of test coo¥dinators' (Morse, .1978) and accountab111ty coordi=~- -
nators' (Hills, 1977) perceptions of. teacher competence in measurement.
Two of the items. came from the Newman and Stallings (1980) study.
. Several others came from a course in measurement taught by the. author.
~ A11 items~had been thoroughly pretested.- As used. in the ptesent study,

the waw score (%gmber right) was the criterion .variable. Overal inter-’
nal consistency reliability was .65, which compares favorably with
values reported by Hastings et al. (1260) and Newman and Sta111ngs for
much Tonger tests. ‘ _ )

. ' : 4 »
.Test-wiseness subtest. Underst nding of sound 1tem and test
construction practice should permit ah examinee to detect- and take
advantage of poorly constructed tests. \[n addition, test-w1seness
is a trait which has been shown to be tratsable (Morse and Morse,
1980) for both those skills from the Millman% Bishop and Ebel (1965)
hierdrchy which are independent of the test constructor and those
dependent upon the test.construgtor. The set of fourteen items was
!gd

‘drawn from a study. in whic rse (1980) found that the test-wiseness
skills dependent upon test test .constructor were significantly

"~ more difficult to apply successfully than were the skills 1ndependent

- of test and test aggsgructor (the p0pu1at1on used in that study ‘was
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, ’ C . fifth and sixth- g,rade students) The selected itéms were therefore
i gvenly balanced for test- -dependent and test-1ndependent sk111s An
examp]e of a test-wiseness 1tem 1s _ '

If something is 1nf1ammab1e, it w111
a. resist burning

b. not catch on fire - R
¢ c. not be consumed by f]ames LY '
*d. easily 1gn1te : : -
_ . A |
oThe sk111 requ1red here is to avoid selection of responses a, b . . o
and c since they each imply-a similar result. ,Choice d, being L «’5xd

un1Que, is the preferred selection. Simple raw score was used.
Overall 1nterna1 oons1stency re11ab111ty of this measure was 77 ",

LSl i Preference subtest. Th1s subtest was taken from the card sort’
ta2k used by Goslin (1967) and originally used by Hastings et al. .
(1960). It is comprised of twenty-eight "records™ each containing.
some combination of test and nontest ‘information for a hypothetical
student. For each case, the participant was asked to judge whether.
the high-school student should be placed in a regular or advanced '
T science class. On fourteen of the cards, the data were un1form1y
positive or negat1ve whith should lead to 1ittle variation . in.assign-
“ment. On the remaining fourteen, however, the informatfon was. = e
“incongruent (often the record was incomplete, also). .Thus, the ‘chosen
assignment could be an indicator of the degree to which the participant
attended to.the test 1nformat1on as opposed to the nontest: 1nformat1on

~ 2

Two: mod1f1cat1ons were ypade for this study concerning the subtest
«_ \First, participants only were given fifteen of the cases ‘to assign..
\Two d1fferent forms were prepared, each-having.two common and th1rteen
unique cases. Forms were then randomly assigned to the parttp1pants
- Subsequent examination of the two "anchor" items indicates no systematic
differences in responses could be -ascribed to the form reéceived. The
second difference is that the scoring proceduré™used jn the GosTin . .
: - study was altered slightly.. The final score, though, still represented
’ A a relative percentage of preference of test versus nontest information.
L Hence, scores over 50 indicate a more frequent dependence upon the
' : N test data, while scores below 50 represent a more frequent use of the
nontest data in making the assignment. Internal consistency reliability
for this scale was .85. The items ‘and scor1ng procedure are contained
» in Appendix H.
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The research deéign was a hybrid quasi-experimental approach.
~ Using a modified Campbell and Stanley (1966) riotation, the design
was: . v » R § _

Fifteen-day span

05

where: A indicates random assignment by school (9 in all) to group
X denotes training in test interpretation : L
0] denotes pretest - .
0, denotes immediate or delayed posttest.

Logistic considerations prévented true random assignment, which would

have been preferable. Also, the retention test could not .spaced

as far behind’the treatment as proposed due to school calendar

limitations. The design did allow for inferences as to pre-instructional -
level, pre- to post-instructional changes dnd short-term, retention. .
Treatment

» The treatment, part of an on-going program in -test development, -
consisted of a single three-hour afternoon session. The general
" topics which were covered emphasized interpretation of test score
_data rather than attitudes toward tests and test data. An outline
of the session follows. -~ ; S

Training Sessign'Outline
"Using Teﬁts and Test Stores WiSely"

" 1. Introduction " . -~ {20 minutes)
A. The many uses-of test results ‘ ’ '
B. The many types of tests
C. The 'many types of test scores
IT. Comparing different test\gcores o '
A. Raw scores vs. derived-scGres ' N . (40 minutes)
B. Common derived scores and their interpretation - S :
C. Appropriate scores for norm-referenced, criterion-referenced
S tests S 4 o oy
II1. Fallibility, of test scores . | - (30 minuted)
B. Confidence bands ,

A. Errors of measurement :
A ‘ P ‘ ]
C. Factors which affect accuracy of test sc@res: X
BREAK - - o S o L (20 minutes)

—

/ .




. ' - IV. Small group sessjons (by grade level) e (45 minutes)ﬁ
' A.  Interpreting Standardized test results.
B. Interpreting criterion-referenced and classroom test results
C. Sample student records--interpretation_of test scores and
contrast with other ach1evement data . S
V. Summary and discussion ' , - (25 minutes)

Results - =

Question 1. Can teachers' kno\w]edge o>percept1ons of test scoge data
be changed as a result of short- term d1rected training?

o Summary statistics for all subtests on each occasion are presented
: in Table VI-1. An increase in the overall mean -scores was noted on
each ,of the subtests. Because no differences were observed between -
the immediate and short-term retention outcomes, those results were .
pooled. It may well be the case that there was considerable mental ST
_note-exchanging taking place between the two groups, contam1nat1ng L
the results to an indeterminate extent .

Simple pretesthosttest contrasts indicated sta¢1st1ca11y

significant gains for the knowledge subtest (F = 264.95; df = 1 244;
p < .001) and for the test-wiseness subtest (F = 64.92; df = 1,244;

< .001). However, there were no systematic differences for either -
the va]idity subtest (F = 0.52; df = 1,244) or the preference subtest
(F-= 0.34; df = 1,244). These differences, expressed as effect sizes,
are. summar1zed in Table VI-2. The net change for the knowledge
subtest was about a full standard deviation, while that for the test-
wiseness subtest wai about one-half-a standard deviation. :

Intercorre]at1ons among the subtests at each occasion are prese$ted '] '
in Table VI-3. It is interesting to note that the values changed on T
modestly from the first test to the follow-up test. ‘

Question 2: Are there differences in the degree of this change
attributable to,teachers' measurement background, certification or
teaching level? " : .

: A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was calculated
for the subtest vector comparing the various teacher characteristics

 on the, pre-instructional test. These results are presented in Table
VI-4. The main effect of teaching level (elementary, secondary or
both) was significant at the .05 level, as was the certificate by
Tevel ‘interaction and the course by certificate by level interaction. ~
Univariate ANOVA contrasts were- then calculated for each significant '
effect. These results are contained in Table VI-5. -Only one contrast
for each intgraction was statistically significant at the .05 level.
For the certificate by teaching level interaction, the difference
was observed on the kngwledge subtest. Cell.means and sizes are

| ) .
o SRR \
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TABLE VI-1

Sunmafy Statistics for
Knowledge and Perception Measures

- . InitiéI Test -F011ow-up Test
rﬁeasureA Mean s.D. Alpha K = - Mean - S.D.
Validity 17.44 8.27 " .80 8/8  17.72 - 852
 Knowledge 3.96.  1.69 65 10 6,19  2.53
" Test-wiseness 9.9 2.78 /A 11.37 . 2.88
» . Preference 64.63 ©  21.35 .85 5/9 65.10 ~ 21.48
! P .

Note: Values based on 245 respondents.

* K represents number of scored items; dual values indicate alternate forms.

5
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TABLE "VI-2

Overall Effect Sizes for Change in : ) . . EREE S -:  A
Knowledge and Perception Scores ‘

- “Validity . - Knowledge! © Test-wiseness . - Preference :
) .03 1.08 c 0.51 . .02 '
Note:

Effect size is (ié--»i])/s pooled; values hased 06_245 resbondents.
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v
TABLE . VI-3 E »
) <<
Product-moment Correlations Among
Knowledge and Perception Scores
~Va1id1ty : Knowledge =~ Test-wiseness = Preferenee

= [ ) -
Validity v, - -.33 i -.27 -.37
Knowledge -3 - 21 0 e | -
Test-wiseness T .29 2 Z .57 ‘
Preference -.36 22 s, -

e - ra
Note: A1l values based on 245 respondents.
Dpper diagonal values initial test results; lower diagonal values
are second test resulgs. ‘ : : )
» J
- -
» L N
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| © TABLE VI-4 T - - e
Summary of MANOVA Contrasts of Teacher Groups . '
" on Initial Knowledge and Perception Scores
) : :
Contrast . Wilks' Lambda Approxima‘te F df _Probability
Test Course (T) .997 013 *‘4,205.0. SN
/'« Certificate (C) 967 0.8 - - 8,610 . .550
Level (L) S 925 205 . 8,810 . .040 .
: TxC .- .978 - ¢ 0.57 8,810 .801
TxL 976 - 0.64 ‘8,410 - .748
CxL .85 LT 16,627 034
H TxCxL . . - .920 " 239 -840 027 SR
Pzl
=
- = N
3
5 _ -
/
~
. A
‘
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" TABLE VI-5

Selected Univariate ANOVA Contrasts of Teacher -
. Groups on Initial Knowledge and Perception Scores

Contrast = Level (df = 2,208):

I

Error MS . F - Probability

Variable ‘ " Hypothesis MS

Validity 15.39 5.5  .2.75 066

“Knowledge - ¢ 7.36 ° 2.48 . 2.96 . 054
Test-wiseness 0.0 001 995

Preference  460.53 386.92 . 1.33 267

Contrast, = Certificate by Level (df = 4,208):

Variable Hypothesis: MS

Error M Fo Prabability

Validity . | 9.49 .59, 1.70 o .152
Knowledge © 6.90 2.48 . 2.78 .028
 Test-wiseness 10.92 7.21 1.51 .200 -
Preference 630.82 346.92 T8z 27

’ TN . . ; .
Cantrast = Test Course by Certificate by Level (df = Z,ZUBfgf‘
'VSiable " Hypothesis MS Error M F © Probability
Validity - . 42.28 5.59 7.56 001
knowledge ~  1.39 2.48 0.56. ;573
Test-wﬁsenessi . 4.87 7.21 - 0.68 ' .510
Preference 41.81 346.92 02 . .88
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presented in Tab]e VI-6. The primary "cause" of the 1nteract1on

appears to be the d1fference among the AA (M.S. or M. id ) level. .
certificate holders' pattern of means. Specifically, for elementary .
teachers, the average is lower .than that of the A cert1ficate holders,

but is h1gher for. secondarx teachers.,

I

v

Tab]e VI- 7 presents cell means and samp]e sizes for the three-
way interaction as the validity subscale. The re]at1ve1y small

numbers of teachers in the no test course group raises a question
as to how stable this interaction might be. The flip-flop betweenh
higher and Tower.means across the certificate and teaching level

combinations explains why the interaction was sdignificant; there ,
does not appear to be any clear-cut pattern,’ though to th1s - s
1nteract1on '

Results on the fo]]ow-up test scores adJu ted for the 1n1t1a1
d1fferences, again comparing the teacher chardtteristic groups, are
. presented in Table VI-8. The MANCOVA results-indicate that none‘of
the main effects or .interactions was statistically s1gn1f1cant Hence,
fo]]ow -up un1var1ate tests were not calculated. . .

Certain combinations of teacher characteristics did- serve to
explain part of the . initial differences observed on the validity and
knowledge subtests, but were not systemat1ca11y re]ated to the
degree of change on the set of subtests

Summar o

A short term training session can effect s1gn1f1cant gaies
in teachew. know]edge of interpretations of q‘st.scores as well as~
in ‘measured test-wiseness. No decrement in ‘performance was observed
when teachers tested immediately after the instruction were compared
_with teachers tested fifteen days later. No changes were observed
“on the twe perception subscales, which is not surprising since the
focus of the training was on cogn1t1ve rather than affect1ve outcomes.

There were initial differences in kpew]edge of score 1nterpretat1on a
and perceived validity of ‘test score data due to combinations of
‘certificate level, teaching Tevel and measurement caurse- work status.

© When follow-up scores were adjusted for initial scores, no systematic

“differences among the various combinations of teacher character1st1cs

were observed. » : :
The implications of this study are important for future research

endeavors. First, prgsence or absence of measurement course work

does not appear to make much difference in knowledge or perceptions

of test score data. Perhaps elapsed time, unrelated content or a

combination of the two could explain why those teachers having had

e
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o : ’ . : "TABLE VI-6
N ' Certificate by Level Means for ’
: - Initial Knowledge Scores
.d ; .
Level .
Certificate ‘ Elementary Secondary ' Bath
A ‘ - 3.98 299 3,50
' S . (43) . . {70) (6)
AA 3.54 . 4.7 -~ 7.00
(39) (35) (M
AMA i 4,06 473 2,50
- ~ an- . - ano S (2)

Note: Numbefs)in parentheses are cell sizes.

v
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® | N * Table VI-7 T

TestrCourse by Cert;f1cate by Leve1 Means |

for Validity Subtest o R » . k
: o _ .
- ‘ ' - Teaching Level
‘Certificate E1ementary ' Secondary » “».Both

Course No Course Course No Course Course No Course

) A 17.35  15.78 .15.85 . 15.88  15.67  13.00
(34) -, (9) (46) (24) (8) ~ (3)
AN " . .
AR 15.59  19.71  16.21 = 16.00 14,00  --
. @ m ey ) A
AAA 16.86 15.00  16.00 18,50  14.00 -
- (14)  (3) (9) (2 = (2)
- Note: Numbers in. parentheses are cell sizes;
2% / ¢




_ ’ TABLE VI-8

Summary of MANCOVA Contrasts of Teacher Groups
- on Follow-up Knowledge and Perception Scores

Approximate F - df - Probability
s

Contrast ' Wilks Lambda

S
oy

Test'Cokae (1)

Certificate (C)

Level (L)

.968
.964
973

1.69

0.92
- 0.70

0.90

4,201 .
8,402
8,402

8,402

1155
..501
689

.514

TxC 965

TxlL .963 . 0.97 8,402 .061

CxlL 923 1.02 16,615 032
9 | ' . _
) TxCxL - .973 - 0.69 8,402 g0 . .
, ' : - ' 4
-
S o
- ‘
i v
\
b 1
|
’
. -5
‘|
1
! |
o
S . - i
> 2
+ L4 |
v - ! ’ (
4 ' i |
-
.
r 11
' |
. |
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: . K : measurement tra1n1ng performed no d1fferent1y than those without..
' Second, the cognitive skills related to knowledge of test data
interpretation and test-wiseness can be improved as a_ result of a
. modest intervention. For the authors of studies whi uggest that
sound ynderstanding of the relevant principles is a ecessary pre- -
v _ condition. to sound decision-makThg, these results shoddd be encouraging.
~ Finally, school systems should consider the possibility of devot1ng '
» at least-some in-service time to enhancement of teachers' skills in -
the interpretation of test score data. This is one of the few
examples of a policy from which virtually everyone -- not the least.
important being the child about whom the decisions are be1ng made --
stands to benefit.
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Appendi‘x A

Validity Judgmenj: Items
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A1 7ext provided by ERiC

Key to V_é]idity Judgment Items

N o (
\ —
© Set Item . Child's Gender Child's Grade Nontest Performance Test Score .
! M 8 ) Low High
LA
2 F 10 High Low
3 F 3 High Low
¢ M 4 High Wigh
5 M n Low Low
s F 6 Low High *
! M 7 High Low
8 F 2 High High - ' i
2 1 M 5 Low High
2 F 2, . High Low
F 12 . High Low
’ . /7 g
' M 9 High High
5 M 6 Low Low )
6 F 9 * Low Q High
7 M 1 .‘ Low Low .
8 F 8 High High
. |
7
r ' , _
i
) - - 3 i . ;
) s
. ,
ca | .
. il,____ [ [ . 4,_—_______&_‘.__'_7
, E— :
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=y a4
71



Set 1

For items 1-8 decide whether the new]y received test score 1s valid,

questionable, or clearly invalid.

- : " 1.- A male student, eighth grade, average grade of C-.
This score is:

Valid
Questionable
. Invalid

oo

2. A female student, tenth grade, average grade of B+.

_.This score is:

f - \ a.

Valid “ .

; N b. Questionable
’ c. Inva1id
v 3. ‘A female student, th1rd grade, average grade of A-.

NCE 1s 36. This score is: -
’ .- o a. Valid -
b. Questionable
c. Invalid
-~

)

" New’1Q score is 130.

New IQ score is 82.

A

..New CAT-77 readiﬁg

4. A male student, fourth grade, average grade of 86 in mathemafics.. New

CAT-77 math percentile is. 90. This score is: -

a.
/ © b,
c.

valid .
Questionable \ ,
Invalid

]

5. Amle student eleventh grade, average grade of 74 in English. New

This score 1s

- CAT-77 language arts pergentile is 38.

a. - Valid :
] b. Questionable °
. c. Invalid
- 4
%
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N,

6., A female student, sixth grade, average grade of D in reading and 56c1a1
studies. New CAT-77 reading comprehension percentile is 92. This score

is: ) ..
a. Valid : ' '
b.  Questionable

c. Invalid ' .

7. A mle student, seventh grade, average grade of A in mathematics. New
. CAT-77 mathematics concepts and problem solving percentile is 28. This

score is: ‘
‘a. Valid

b. Questidnable

c. Invalid

u

8. A female student, second Qrade, averagé grade of "excellent" in readin§.
New CAT-77 reading vocabulary percentile is *78. This score is:

a. Valid
b. Questionable
c. Invalid

Set 2

For items 1-8, decide whether the hew]y received test score is valid,
questionable, or clearly invalid. : o o ‘

1. A male student, fifth grade, Everage grade of '78 in English. New CAT-77
language afts percenti]e,is 93.. This score is: ©

~a. Valid o .
b. Questionable . o
“¢. Invalid

A ’ ., [

2. A female student, second grade, average mark on report card is 90.
<New IQ score is 82. This score is: '

a. Valid .
- b, Questionable .
¢. Invalid

~J-
)

8




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. ’ £
A female student, twelfth grade, with a semester average of 93 in Senior
English. New CAT-77 1angu§ge arts percentile is 30. -This score is:

a. Valid
b. Questionable

c. Invalid

.' A male student, ninth grade, with a grade average of B+ 1h Civics. 'New.

Stanford Achrevement Test socfal studles percentlleis 88. This score is:

a. Valid ,
b. Questionable }

t. Invalid

[

-

A male student, sixth grade, with an average grade in language arts of
C-. New CAT-77 reading vocabu]ary percent11e is 24. This score is:

a. Valid .
b. Questionable ) C .
'!nva]id : ’ .

A female student, ninth grade, with a D average 1n home economics New
IQ score is 129. This score is: -

a. Valid o ‘ .
b. Questionable i :
c. Invalid . i

. A male student, first grade, has several notations of *needs improvement*:
"in mathematics on his report card. New Metropolitan Achievement Test -

score in mathematics is 24th percentile. This score is:

a. Valid. - - ,
b. Questionahle
c. Invalid

4

A female student, eighth grade, with an average grade of A. New CAT-77
reading comprehension percentile is 91. - Thi&score is: .

~

a. Valid
b. Questionable
c. Invalid N
e~
£ -
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Appendix B
' Pair Comparison Stimuli
for Score Types ‘ \
71
. 'f" aw

-




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Name

Last four digits of ~
social security number

Directions

your own experience. There are no "right" or "wrong" answers. For each
item, circle the lettef of the answer you select. .

Therg is a total of 10 items to be answered on 2 pagest

Please answer each item and do your own work.

’f']

For each item, please select the answer ydu believe to be best, based on’




O

B A i tex: provided by ERIC

2. a. The raw score (number right on test)

ERIC

~

Each year, the state sponsors testing of students in grades 4, 6, and 8
in basic skills on the California Achievement Test. Varijous types of
scores are provided for students who take the test. For each of the
following items, please select the type of score you believe would best
help you, as-an educator, to make sound decisions about what a student
had or_had not learned. « .

" Please circle the letter of the type of score you sé]ect for each item.

Remember, you should choose the -type of score YOU think would best help

~in making decisions about a student's skills.

1. a. Percentile rank (national)

b. Scale score (eDSSA-a C.A.T. scale)

b. Grade equivalent score .

3. a. ;Eﬁde-equivalent sgore

b. Percentile rank -

4. a. Scale score

b. Stanine (national) : SRR

-
5. a. Stanine
b. The raw score
/‘a&_ﬁr
6. a. Percentile rank T, .
b. Stanine
‘ ‘ Y
7. a. Grade-equivalent'score '
b. Scale score = : : . A
~'8. a. Stanine e
b. Percentile rank -
- 73 '
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« ‘9. a. Stanine

b. Gréqe—equivalen; score

10. a. Scale score

b. The raw score

\
N .
~
L 4
: 4
| N

‘ ]

O

Y
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APPENDIX C

Pair Comparison Stimuli
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Directions ‘ N

Name

Last four digits-of

- .social security numbey

*

Read each item carefu11y and‘respond.based on your own be11efs and
experlences. There are no, "r1ght“ or "wrong answers.

There 4s a total of 21 1tems on 3 pages. ﬁor each item, circle the
letter of the answer you select. S

Bl

Pleasé answerleach iiem and do your own work.




- . ' T e
e | When a new student comés to your schodl, some type of placement decision
‘ must be made. For each of the following questions, please circle the

};’. letter of the type of imformation you believe is 1ikely to be MOST
-~ ACCURATE for making sound placement decisions.
- o :

R
o : o |
1. a. The previous year's grades or marks.
b. The, previous year's standardized achieVement'test scores. N
2. a. The results of an individual 1.Q. test.” . /
. . ) ) . N . ‘4 i
b. The written recommendation of the last teacher. _
3. a. The previous year's standardized achievement test scores.. ; : .
" . _ . S |
g: The parents' description of the child's school accomplishments.
' ‘ - ) | . ' : . }
4. a. The written recommendation of the previous school counselor. _
. .- ) ) ) . . . . L. ‘
b. The results of an individual I1.Q. test. f :
s 5. a. The previous year's local criterion-referenced achievement test ‘
' scores. ! . - S
b.. The results of an individual I.Q. test.
6. a. The parents’ decriptionrof the child's school accomplishments.
4 b. The written recemmendatipg?0f the last teacher. )
7. a. .The previous year's standardized @chievemght test scores. .
p., The wkitten‘recommendation of the previous school counselor.
» o . _ , | v
8. a.' The previous year's grades or marks. -
b. The previous year's local criterion;referenced achievement™
test scores. . ® - ' o
9. a. The written recommendatioh of the previous school codnselor.
. . b. The parents' description of the child's séhoo] accompﬁshments.

H T




o IS ”
i R
E . | © 0. a. The pa’rents' descriptioh of the 'chi]d's sehool eccomplishmehts» IR *
!»! b. The previous year's 1oca1 cr1ter1on referenced ach1evement test .
| o ~ scores. ) . L
;’ "’  ~ 11. . a. The results of an individual I1.Q. test. . -, T e
« ; o b. The previous;yedr's grades or marks, B
12. a. The Wiritten recommerdation of the last teacher.
- “b. The written recommendation of the previous school counselor. (//fl'
-13. -a. The preVious year's stan ardjzed achi Vement test scores.. T }’
b. The results of an individual I st. o | .
- ‘ - » ) :
14. ,a. The written recommendation of theplast teacher
b. The prev1ous year's local cr1ter1on referenced ach1evement . .
% test scores. ‘ '
_ T X ; ‘ ) TR
15. a. The written recommendation of the previous schoo] counselor,
: ‘ K ) Y . o vv “_;‘v
b. The results of an individual 1.Q. test. ‘ .
16. a. The previous year s grades or marks. : o
b. The parents’ descr1pt1on of the ch11d S school accomp¥1shments
\ . : ' : - é
17. a. _The previous year s "local cr1ter1on referenced ach1evement test i
Nscores. :
~b. The written recommendation of the previous school counselor. a
o 18. a. The previous year's standardized achievement test‘scores.
| b. The written recommendation of the last teacher.
19. he results of an individual 1.Q. test. : - T a

The parents' description of.the child's school accomplishments.

. :
: - 78 . | C
. . . ' - . . o '




.0

""v,\.,-',"‘:-_ !

. o -20. a. The written recommendation of the last teacher. ™\ ’
' b. The previous year's grades or marks. :
_ . R L .
P T 21. d. The previous year's '1‘oca1_ criterion-referenced ac'hie_vement.
. . test scores. ° T U '
b. The previous year's standardized achievement test %cores.
N . .
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SN .. Hypotheticé] Protocols | o o
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Form A ~

Hypothetica1 Pratocol:

] ’ ’ . o

Use'the fd11pwing {ﬁfqrmatiqnvto answer items-1-2. V ) %
StudenF number 72-0013- _ Sex.__E__ Birth04 /16 /70 k»
Grade | Fall G.P.A. Spring G.P.A. Absent Teacher '
‘ 3 1978-79 Westsidevs‘ 82- C 80 [ 9 Brooks
: 4 . 1979-80 Westside 79 83 “8  Miller l
| 5 7 1980-81 Westside ( 84 - smith .
o, ’ 1979-80 MEAP CAT-77" Otis-Lennon 1Q/Spring 1979
_ R-TOT  M-TOT  LA-TOT . 89
, g . ADSS 430 423 438 MEAP SFTAA/Spring 1980
\ - National — 1q 83 “
| Percentile = 62 54 66 . :
‘ i - : o : RSS ~ 388 B
- NCE 56 52 58 o ) _—
| N - ,
1. This jinformation syggeg;s that thisf%tddeq@ is performing at a 1éve1:

a. MWell above her ability ' ’ )
.b. About equal with her ab111ty , _ v .. .
c. We11 below her ability . X : : »

AN

. .Wh1ch type of information is 1'ke1y to %e the most reliable on this .

' record? N
‘a. The G.P.A. ; . :
b. The CAT-77 ach1evement subt t pePCent11es ~
c. The Otis-Lennon IQ
d. The SFTAA 14
¥

)




’. | \»j Hypothetical Pro.tocoh Form'B -

Use the following information to answer items 1-2.

Student number 72-0013  Sex _F Birdh 04 /16/70
Grade | Fall G.P.A. ~Spring G.P.A. Absent Teacher
3 1978-79 Vestside 80 79 .9 Brooks
T4 1979-80  Westside . 79 83 .8 Miller
. 5. 1980-81 Westside 78 | " Smith
L 1979-80 MEAP CAT-77 '  Otis-Lennon 1Q/Spring (1979
‘R- TOT M- TOT LA-TOT o 10 {
Natipnal i s . o . MEAP SFTAA/Spring 19&0,’
- Percentile 52 - 54 - 46 . a. :
R . S 10 18
NCE | 52 55 44 o
| I | . Rss 472
KI‘ , : - ’ ' . oW

1 . -

& ‘ o . ’ DR o

‘a. We11 above her abili'ty
b. About equal with her ability
c. Well below her_ab111ty

™

1. This information suggests that this student is performigg at a level:

&

2. Which type of 1nf0rmat1on is likely to be the most re11ab1e on th1s

_ record? ’ . A , L,
a. The G.P.A.
b. The CAT-77 achievement test subtest percent11es
c. The Otis-Lennon IQ
d.

The-SFTAA IQ

. T 82
| < ( . £
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Appendix E

Percentile Ranks Judgment Measure’
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' | R : ~ Key to Percentile Ranks Judgment Measure -
‘Set
Entry 2z - score Rank *1/35.D. Band *1/2 5.0. Band _*15.D. Band |
) 1 050 31 2142 16-50 ~07-69
\ 2 +2.00 98 96-99 9399 - 84-99
3 :‘;‘0-.50 69 . 58-79 | 50-84 31-93
4 150 07 0412 02-16 01-31 - -,
.5 - 0.00 50 %62 . H1-69 © 16-84 <
o6 +1.50 93 - 88-96 /Z4-98 - «6‘9-9'9'_' >
"7 - -1.00. 16 . 10-24 S Q7-31 - . 02-50
' . ‘, §  -2.00 02 . 0104 - 0107 01-16 -
.9 4100 84 76-90. . 6993 - 50-98 .

4 . . “ = - L < '« .- i
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Name: R ‘

S : " Last Four Digits of
: , : ‘ -~ Social Security Number:

! - -
< Directions

On the following sheets, you will find a number-of test scores,
expressed as perfentile ranks or percentile bands. ‘

. Your percentile rank tells the percentage of a norm group that . - *
you have equaled or surpassed. For example, if your percentile rank
for height in this class is 75, then you are as tall or-taller than
75% of the persons in the class. ’ '

Because test scores tend to .vary somewhat due to such chance
factors as a lucky guess or the choice of questions, we sometimes
express a score as a percentile band. The percentile -band 50-75,"
for example, would mean that we aMe reasonably confident that the s
person earning this score is really better than the lower half of the --
group, but‘not as good as the top quarter of the group. “ ' '

N i i .

When the signal is given, open your bqaklet f&'page.l, and begin
to work. Be sure that you finish each ‘page before going on to the
next. page. DO NOT TURN BACK TO A PAGER ONCE YOU HAVE LEFT IT. WAIT
FOR THE.SIGNAL TO START. - L . c

red
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.‘ R . ‘ | Y )
' . Rating Key: [5=Sgore is well ahove mean
- B J?Efcore is somewhat above mean
) 3=Score is equal or nearly equal to
mean . C
2=Score is somewhat below mean
1=Score is well below mean .
P‘erc'enti]e Rank Rating (Circle one for ‘each given rank)
31 1 2 3 4 5
%8 1 27 3 4 5
. - ‘ ' ‘
69 . 1 ? 3 4 5 B
o7 12 3 4 5
50 1 2 3 4 5.
93 -1 2 3 4 5
16 LY 2 3 4 5
02 A 2 3 g 5
84 . 1. 2 3° 4% 5
- “')
-~ . '
, | ! \ ) €.
. ‘ ) . a(,m‘)}
) . #
; ‘ \
N '
o 86 IR
- ’ N e
*'. - - e - ' ) Ty
o > . B I




s . e S ,(at}iné Key: 5=Score ds wel] ‘above ,.meag)
- - ' e o " ...~ 4sScore is Somewhat above mean
Coe . ce 3=Score is equal or’pgar]y equal .to

e oo S : - mean. L L.
RN .o : T ‘2=Score~is somewhat below mean .
R . I . 1§Sco_ﬁé isl well -below mean * o ‘
d,\* ' Peréentﬂe Band}' C 'Rating (Circ_]e. one; for eda\.ch given ba'_nd)"‘:'.' i ."T
o e 1 2 3 et s
T - 58-79 1 2 3 4 - 5
'_ 04-12 1 . 2’“/3 e 5.
o 32 B 2r . 34 5
'-“'88—96 Ry 23 . 5
- 10-24 .1 24f 3 4 s
AR Cols .1 7 2 30 5.
o .76-90 . 1 2 3 g 5 '
v ‘-_ f \ | -7
Vo 3 F | -




. : _ o ~ Rating Key: 5=Score i
, o : , L 4=Score is sgmewhat above mean -
3=Score is #qual or neardy equal to

- mean - ; :
< 2=Score is somewhat below mean —~ -~
1=Score is well below mean
Percentile Band Rating (Circle one for each given band)
16-50 - 1 2 3 4 . 5
‘ 93-99 - 1 2 3 -
’ 50-84 . .1 2 . 3 . .5
02-16 1 c 2 3 4, 5
31-69 R \2 3. 4 5
84-98 - T 3 4« 5.
= l : . ' .
s ' 07-31 12 3 4 - 5
01-07 12 3 4 5
69-93 . - 1 2 3 4 5
’
»®
xR
. A(
Y £
I ke
« - \ ]

e
o

.




' . -~
. Co- . f Rating Key: 5=Score is well above mean
l - " 4=Score is somewhat above mean
3=Score is equal or nearly equal to .
A ‘ mean -
. , : 2=Score is‘somewhat below mean
o 1=Score' is well below mean
_Pe¥centile.Band . - Rating (Circle one for- each given band)
07-69 , 1 2 3 4 5
8499 - 1 2 T3 4 5 -
S 31-93 1 2. 3 4 5
o L 01-31 \ 1 2 3 g 5
= ' 16-84 o 23 4 5
69-99 1~ 2. 3 4 5 "
B 02- 50 o 1\ ‘ | . 2 e »' 3\ ( ; . 4 5 : "
p K : _ S
01-16 R 1 2 3 4 5 -. '
) . '50-98° 1 2 TN 3. 4 5. (
. . ' ) |
_ | ‘ ;
) , . - ¥
‘ . ) ) . b A
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Loss Ratio and Likelihood Ratio
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Key to Loss Ra

% |ikelthood Ratio Stimuli

~

-
tio and

: Both Versions

-~

Responses

' Loss Ratio Item

. a :

Test Item "False Positive - False Nedative,

2 - 5 @ b .
3 6 b ‘a
4 7 a b
5 8 T b a
6 9 b a
‘ . ‘ * Responses L
Likélihodd Ratio Item Test Item . 'ip]se Posffive ’ Félse Negative
IS ) - _ ‘ ‘
1. 10 a b
¢ N -
2 11 ' b i a
. 3 19 12 b a
A4 s 13 a . ) b, {
¢ 5 RS ' a b
6 ’ 15 b A a
" .
7 16 a . b
.f*‘ ‘. -
" /
, . \
91
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FORM A: ATYPICAL STUDENT VERSION ) ' - v
. . « Name . ’ v
Lo . ‘ ~ Last four digits of A
, - ) ’ o social security number__ R . i
. ) ) . . * v , .~A "l ’ . T o
vy . ) . o
. Directions ) ‘ ' . ' e
o 'Read each item carefully-and re(pond based on your own behef and _ ‘ :

exper1ences Except for the last four questions, there are no "r1ght“ e . .
or "wrong" answers. ) , ' : , ‘-

N o For items 1- 3 you will have to write in your response For.‘ items
J 4-21, please circle the Tetter of the, answer you select.

. Please attEmpt every 1te and do youygpwn work.
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o

v

o a fairly accurate reflection of their; sk111s7

For questions 1-3, please choose your answers so that_ the numbers sum to 100%.
Based on your own experiences and observatiens, when students take the
California Ach1evement Test: Iy

1. what percent of these students rece1ve "a score which is

o

2. What 'percent of these students. rece1va a score which is .
much lower than their true capab111ty? ) S %

3. What percent of ‘these students rece1ye a score which is
much higher than their true capab111§y7

a3

J - o U L
; B TOTAL =~ 100 o

. . . R K s

For quest1ons 4-9, select the statement wh1ch -you be11eve is the WORSE
~ of ‘the pair of statements. !~ - \

A . P .
" 4. Which is WORSE: *

-

a. Acc1denta11y p]ac1ng a poor’ Student in an advanced group or c]ass

b. Accidentally p]ac1ng a good student in a remedial group or class.

\ - 5. MWhich is NORSE
{ a. A student pass1ng a; test who really doesn t know the material,

b.. A student failing a test Who raa]]y does know the material.
6. Which is WORSE:

-

a. Making a student review materia]»even though he or she knows
the material well. , .

b, Advancing a.student,to_new matefia] before he or she is ready.
7. Which is WORSE: :

a. Mov1ng through mater1a1 too quitk1y for most of the students

P b. Mov1ng through mater1a1 too s]owly for most of the students.

93




' 8. Which is WORSE:

a. A student just barely fa&Ting a test who probably knows the material.

b. A student just bare]y Dﬁ581n9 a test who probably does not know 5 -
b . the material. i .
) 9. MWnich is WORSE: i T .

s

v . a. A student forced to re-study mater1a1 in ‘a unit’even though he
or she ‘really understands it. » A .

b. A student who is confused over the material in a unit because
" he or she d1dn t master earlier units. - . .

s . . ) ‘

For questjons -10- 16, select the statement which you believe is the MORE
LIKELY of the pair of statements to ocqur. C.A.T. means California
Achievement Test

'

10. wWhich is MORE LIKELY: ~ .~

.-‘;?‘
-

- v a. A generally poor gtudent turns'in a very good paper. ’ ®

- b. A generally good student turns in a very poor paper./ } o ' a

11." Which is MORE LIKELY: : ‘, - -

¢ . a.- A very good student receives a C.A.T. test,score which is far too low. v
; //ﬁ_’ . " b. A very poor student receives a C.A.T. test score which is far too high.
B . - . : ! ', ’
. ' 12. Which:is MORE LIKELY: .
a. A very poor student receives a C.A.T. test score which is far too low.
b. A very good student receives a C.A.T. test score which is far too high. o 0 s
13. Wnich is MORE LIKELY: S R
N a. A generally -poor student performs very well‘on a classroom test. '
. - b. A generally good student performs very poorly on a classroom test. ’ ' SR
» ° ’

"ERIC
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o ! ' M. Which is MORE.-LIKELY: . s o :
: ‘ . . o “" a. A student who shou'ld be given a fai]ir}g se.mester grade is passed. . :
‘ 'b. A student who should be given a passing semester grade is failed. )
15. :Which is MORE LIKELY: ' : b
, ‘ a. A student is placed in a group of class‘which is too low. ’ ‘ ™
. ‘ b. A student is placed _iﬁ a group or class which is too high. : Lk N
) 16. Which is MORE LIKELY: =+ ,
. a. A student who should fail a classroom test somehow pésses. - o
‘ b. . A. student who should pass a cléssroom test somehow fails. BN » o ¢
. 17. When a new student comes to your; school, what type of_;infor:rﬁation ’
.. is most likely to- be mo‘st accurate for making a placement decision? )
) . a. Tr)e previous 'year's grddes or marks. , , ] . 2
b. Tﬁe previous Sear'é standardized achievémen? tesf sc.ores. .
| - c. ‘The wri'tten.recommendéti(o?\ n‘f the last teacher. " ‘
d. The parentsi description of 'the child's accomplishments. .
) e. The .re\sults of an individual 1.Q. test. . .‘ : : . L . _
18. Have yoAu ever taken‘ a czﬂlege or graduate course in Tests and
Measurement? . -
a. Yes ’ '
P l S, b. No S o - o .~
. : ’ 4 . ) : ' ’
’ " 19. -What is the highest current certification which you hold?
| a. A | A . .
b. AA o h TR .
. - a .
c. AAA
d. No current certification . ‘ , .. .
. : ’
I / ‘ -
. . - ’ i . . . ' 4
. na ’
. o . . 95 - : . , '
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o

20. Which best describes your school job? _
. . o - s .
] . . . . . ’
. . d. Mostly or entirely teaching duties.
v . ) o - ! . _ Y ¢ i
b b. Mostly or entirely administrative duties. ) " : - .
- . ! ’ ' - ‘
‘c. About equally divided betweeh teachinig and administrative duties. T 1
21. Would you like a summary of the resylts of this survey when it is o i
complete? . - e . ' |
. . e : - . . Wt -~ . " J 1
~ a. Yes . . : : ' ' ’ |
. ‘ , . |
b. No ' ’ i
. ' . N 3
- . |
- ) -
X |
\
. ] \
.

1
|
» |
. '!
' * .
- |
’ |
| ]

4 \ ' . '

A2 . ’ 8 N
y ) 3 |
: |
. ' )
. / . ' |
* \ ) }
' : . ¢ 4
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P :
%
v ,
L e . - .
' . FORM B: EngAGE STUDENT VERSION ‘
G _ Name ) )
.last four digits of . * - ‘. I
co social security numbey _:. . » ) |
\ . , ... ‘ X

Directions ‘ e ' o L y - . : ' !

Read. each item'carefu]]y;and respond based on.your’own beliefs ahd
experiences. Except for the last four questons,-there are no ’
+."right" or "wrong" answers. oL : :

For items 1-3, you will have to write ih your response. For -items
4-20, please circle the letter of the answer you select.

Pleade attempt every ‘item and do your own work.

t




+
A ! - . ’
N . l ! .oor ' v ‘
N (S . b .
. [ - tor !
’ ' « ¢ . 4
T . » .
i N} . ..
L4
A . . A
- . . ~ LA v
) 7+ i
& - ’ . » -
'-l" o
. ]
. ~ )
.
. - ~ . oL '
. “ . \ . ~ . hd
. -
«
. .
¢
- s . . -, ¢ N
L.
. . - A\
. . . c LY ‘v . o T -~
b . » 'I 0

+ For quest1ons 1 3, pﬁease choose your answers so that the numbers sum to 100“

n . = - " Based on your own experiences-and observatxons when students take the .
~ Ca11forn1a,l\ch1evement Test: : . T . ' .

ot

1. what,percent of these students receive a score whichIJs

. ANy

a fairly accurate ref]ect1on of their skills? / » A
2. What percent of these students receive a score. wh1ch is o -
. . much lower than their true capability? -t . % )
N . . N . L& )
3. What percent of these students receive a score which is. . " ot
much higher than their true capability? : . 2y . o
1 LR ) . . - AN .
. ’ o : o o - v
- . " . . . . % ’. .\‘7 r'\ .
: ) . W0 % . ‘
’ ) ' . ' J . h . . .: »
\\- For questions 4-9, select the statement wh1ch you be11eve i% t e NGRSE .
.of the pair of statemeats. For each quest1on, thé student\1s of -AVERAGE
' achievement level. o
. v ' 4. Which is WORSE: - , ' o, L
a: Accidentally placing stydent in an advanced'group;ok'c]ass. - “ -
. b. vAccidenta11y p]ac{ng student in é remedia] group or classger ;. )
- : . ‘ _-'. . . ‘i .
) 5. Which vs WORSE: : - MR
' . a. KA student passing a’ test who rea]]y doesn't know the mater1a1
v 4
o, . b, A student fa111hg a test who rea]]y does know the mater1a1
N
! -7 6. nich'is WORSE: o N : .
{ . a.* Making a student rev1ew mater131 even though he or she knows v
LS . ‘the material we]] : ™~ .
' . b, Advanc1ng a student to rew material before he or she is ready.
- ! . .
7. Which is WORSE: - : : ' L
‘a. Moving thndugh matérial too quickly for most of the students. -
\ S b. Moving through'material too ‘slowly for most of the students.
L ' ' '

R
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» . ' . Y
‘ Lo ’,/1. . " » R 4
) _ “f ..
4 , R ~
<« ~ N i s
) ' . . X 3, f N ‘
Y . i ‘ o |
R R : ‘ L |
. . ) ) ) : Lo - , |
8. Which is WORSE: . . e L Core .
2 . . . . ) \
a. A student just barely fa111ng a test who grobab}x know the A Sy
' mater1a1 : . ) v
b. A student Jjust barely passing a test who probably does not'know ¢ i . !
~ the material. . . A -
s . 3 - . . - . "\ . » . ‘
"9, Which is WORSE: . . o 1 ' j
”e._ A student forced to re-study material in a. up1t even though he -’
. or she rea]]y understands it.~ . B ’
b. A student who,}s confused over the material in.a unit because : .
he or she didn't master ear11er units. ) ‘ o o
For questions 10-16, select the statement which you be11eve is the,MORE T T
LIKELY..of the pair of statements to occur. .C.A.T. means California- » . . ¢
Achievement Test. For each question, the student is of AVERAGE a€h1evement : :
Tevel.
. 4 Faa
10. WANch s MORE LIKELY:
a. A student turns in-a-ery good paper. » ' ) .
. - b. A studept turns in a very poor paper. ‘ - < N
. 11. Which is MORE LIKELY: -
. R %
a. ‘A student receives a C.A. T test scqre which is far too 1ow N b
a X .
~b. A student rece1ves a C.A.T, test score which is far too 1gh N
12. Which is MORE LIKELY: . . N
a. A student receives a C.A.T. test score which is slightly low. - T
N " b. A student receives a C.A.T. test score‘which\{s\sjightly high.
13. Which is MORE LIKELY: ‘: e -
a. A student performs very.well on a classroom test. o . f o '
b. A student performs.very poorly on a classroom test. . ‘z

.
AN

[l B

99
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T5.

«

16.

7.

-18.

19.°

. . L - e
Which is MORE LTKELY: . R § )

>

a. A student who should be g1ven a fa111ng semESter grade is
passed , _ ; -

s

b. ‘A student who should be given a pass1ng semester grade 1s fa1led ,

' »* ) . ._‘ 3
s .

Which i§ MORE LIKELY: ,

a. A studenf is placed ina’ group or c1ass wh1ch is too low

b. ,A student is placed in a group or class which is -too hﬂgh.'

«

Which is MORE LIKELY: s S

a. A student who should fail a classroom test somehow passes s

b. A student who should pass a classroom test somehow fails.

Have you ever taken a college or graduate course in Testﬁ.and
Meajtsfhent7 . W
a. fNes : o . I e

b. MNo .

What is the‘highest current certification which you hold?

~ -

ar A | .
b. AA . ' .
- o . \ a
c. AAA ‘ - : ,
d. No current certificatidn_r .
. A L :
Which best describes your school job?
' - ‘ ’ . : . [ N
- . : 1]
a. Mostly or entirely teaching duties.
‘b. Mostly or entirely administrative duties. N ) )

c. About eaually divided between teaching ‘and admipistrative duE;es.
v .

S
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. a. Yes . PR
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7 Appendix G
Estimation of Pupil Performance Stimuli
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. . _ .
~ “w-  Key- to Estimation of 3
@l ’ ‘ - - Pupil Performance Stimuli
5 . . .
L ‘.- * Qrder  Stimulus  Initial Valence . Réliability . Follow-up Valence, -
. s = .. . % . Y U LY
. ’, 1 +Initial - Positive - N/A : NA
"2 e CInitial  Negative NA N/A :
S o "3 Follow-up NA .Reliable Positive
o s Follow-up ~N/A . Reliable Negative
.. .5  Follow-up - . N/A Unreliable " . Positive
- 6 Follow-up N/A . T “Unreliable - Negative
.. Booklet w1'.<;""examp1e'o1’ the following order:. 1, 5 for a male s<tudent. S
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Carol speht about twg hours each evew'\g on ‘her homework and reading
. . v .

I
.

.

o ’ and a female student (Caro1),-' , : '

* . .

2. CGarol is ten years old and b'eAginning the fifth.grade. She lives with

. v

for an aerodynamics firm. In ‘the interview, her p‘arentsla-l'so noted
that Carol never did any homework but spent two hours each evening
watching television. On an individual iptelligence test, Carol scored

quite low. '
. 'S . _
3. At mifi-serﬁé’stﬁaﬂ{drew was tested iA math and reading. The results '
showed thaé he was perfoming at about éeven‘th grade level, approx~
imately. two years ahead of’exbec 4tions for h1s, age. The‘is,ch'ool
psychologi‘st reported that 4\ndrev_v's curiosity'enhang:ed his abih't)"

) - PR s -
) ) to'do well in hivs“\ math and reading, and that he had; an enthusiastic
. . . [ .

4 ~ © " and positive attitude toward schdol. ) S
t e . . . -
. N , ‘
> ). . . )
. "6
. N
. - .q
_ . } ® 104 =
, . , ¥
\,1 - . »-‘J ' ¥ . ‘ h .
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books. On an individual-intelligence test, Carol,s\cbred quite high.' '

0 . , - . her parents, an older brother, and two younger sisters. ,\Q),ulinter‘-w

view with her parents, her father gave his -occupation as a machinist v
. .\ . . . . - .




N . ~

4, At mtd-semester Carol was tested in math and readin@ The results
sh;wed that she was perform1ng at about third grade Aeve], approxi-
mately two years behind expectat1ons for her:age The schoo]
.psycho]og1st reported that Carol had diff1cu1ty in d1rect1ng her
curiosity to schoo] activities, often becoming d1stracted and losing
interest in class discussions, and thet she had a negative attitude

toward schooJ .

5. When 1nterv1eWed, some of Carol's c]assmates sa1d that they 11ked her
and that they thought she was a good student -Cathy Robb1ns, an
educatlgn stydent_at a nearby college, hFd been hired as a'substitute
aid at“Carol's school. She had assisted in Carol's class for a few

days andihad decided to administer an inkblot test to .the class. She

about academlc act1v1t1es and that she had a positive att1tude
/

atoward schooT., .

6. Ehen‘iﬁiértieﬁed,,some of Carol's classmates said that the] didn't .
parttedierly like her and: that they thoUght she wasn't a very good
student; Cathy Robbins, an education student at a nearby cb]]ege,
had been hired as a substitute‘aid in Carol'svschooi. She had
assisted in Céro]'s class for a few days and ‘decided to edmihister an

s inkb]ot:test tdhthe class. She interpreted the results to medn that
Carol's curtositynlediher to be easily distracted from academic -

activities and that she had a negative attitude toward school.’

.

a{;i,»
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interpreted the'results to Tean that Carol was curious and enthusiestic ‘
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Sample Booklet: Estimation of Pupil Performance

Name
. Last four digits of -
. social security number .
Directions SRR _ o ‘ T ‘
Attached is information concerning a new student, You are-to read the
information carefully, then. answer the questions ‘which fallow. Please
answer all gquestions with the response' you believe to be best. S
Y Once you have turned a page, do not turn back, b R o "
Begin when ybur instructor tells you to start. S ‘ ) S
‘ ’ .3
. ~ .
|
|
v
\ :
4 \ L. i ‘
~
. A5
¢

s | 106
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Andrev; is ten years old and begipning the fifth grade. He lives with R
-his.parents, an older brother, and two younger s1'svtt;arsi In‘a'n inter-

view with his parents, his father gave his ocg‘:qpatién as an e‘nbg'ineer in

an aerodynémfcs firm. In the interview his pérents -also_nbted that

Andrew spent about two hours each evening on ﬁis horfiework and reading

Books. On an in%vidua] inte]H‘génée test, Andrew écored quite high.

. - o .
- ) -
. ' . ) .
) : ! °.
- . :

P]easg turn to the next page and answer ghe ques;ions_.

Q ” - : ‘
. e TR
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h . )
Note: For iteﬁs 2-4, circle the letter of the answer you choose.
< ]
1. What are the chances (between 0% and ]OO%) that Andrew w111 get

: instructional aids would you primari]y‘use?

mostly A's and B's on his r!port card?

~(Please write in your estimate) a 5

In selecting instructional materials for Andrew in reading.and S
math ‘at the beginning of the semester, what kinds of texts and

a. Fifth grade level -
b. Fifth grade level and/or higher level
c.  Fifth grade level and/or lower level

-~ e 7 . .i
Suppose that, during a math lesson you asked Andrew a question .
and he hesitated: Would you s, . : !
a, -rephrase the same guestion in-order to clarify 1t
b. ask a similar question that is easier to. answer’
¢. further explain the problem, then repeat the same question oo™ )
d. ask the same question to another student ,
e: answer the question yourself . :

J )

.How simportant is it for Andrew that you make a point of pra1s1ng

him every time he does good work?

very important
important

somewhat impoFtant .
somewhat un1mportant
not important at all -

Daoan o

108




o When interyiewed, some of“Andrev.v'sb classmates s;aid that they- ]iked him

and that th,eybthough’t. he was a good _studenf. Cathy ﬁobbi'ns, an .
-education student at a nearby-college, had been hired as’a substitute

aid at Andrew's_school. She had assisted in ‘Andrew's cla'ss.for a few

days and had decided to admini,§tef an inkblot test to the class. ;She
interpreted the results to me.;n ;hat Andrew wag curious and enthgsiastic /j
about academic activities and that he had.a poMitude T

toward schGol. ) !

109
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-

Note:

1. HWha

mostly A's”and B's on his report card?

b.
c.

and

"o oan oo

4. How

him

man oo

’

For items 2-4, circle thé“féfter‘of the answer-you choose.

B

)

t are the chances (between 0% and 100%) that Andrew will get

[
.

(Please write in your estimate)

oR

v

In selecting -instructional mater1als for Andrew in reading and
math at the beginnidg of the semester, what kinds of texts a(d
1n5truct1ona] aids would you pr1mar1]y use?

Fifth grade level ' ¢
Fifth grade level and/or higher level :

Fifth grade level and/or lower level v .. -

- Suppose - that, during a ‘math 1esson, you asked Andrew a question

he hes1tated Would you: ~«

rephrase the same question .in order to clar1?y it
ask a similar question-that is easier to answer

.further explain.the problem;-then. repeat the same quest1on
“ask the same question to another student

answer the question yourself

Bl

important is it for Andrew that you make a po1nt of pra1sing
every time he does good work?

]
.

very important . -0 |
important '
somewhat-important
somewhat unimportant -
not important at all

4+
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‘ Key to Kriowledge and Perception Subscales

)

. . . N
Subscale " Number of items Where found " Notes -+ !

validity ° 8 - Appendix A .
. : : o ’ Each of these items pre-
. sented,nontest and test
y o . : - : information. Responses
R i ' were coded as: . ’ b .
' valid = 3 ) ) : -
Questionable = 2 . -
. Invaldid = 1
- " The combinatians of infor- .
. i ) mation types, in order, were: .
. ' . LO-HI, RI-LQ, HI-LO, HI-HI, : \
: L0-L0, LO-HI, HI-LO, RI-HI- < : '
1 . where the first entry.,is the
- .. " nontest information and the .
- > : : ) IS . second is the test score. . ’ . ot

“ ' , . - " Possible score range was,
. . o therefore, from 8-24, where.
- : , : . hidh score represents belief : o
.in validity of test score : a
(in conjunction with givep ) . .
. , . _ nontest score).. :

Knowledge - 10 : ' F. 1-10-

. Each fitei~was.simply scored
- R . As right or wrong, The

.
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* Key to Knowledge and Perception Subscales (continued)

¢ - ¥
Subscale Number of items Where found Notes
: a 2 . -
Test-wiseness . - 14 1T, 1-14
Item Key or Guide ‘
T 1 Any response ("guess™)’ .
R . 2 C (Absurd alternatives, plus clue or “olog1st")
S 3 B (Stem asks for one meaning)
‘ . 4. ;B (Answer is given by item 8) N
5 A ("Smallest" number is the clue)
6 A (Answers B, C, D mean the same th1ng)
. -7 ' C (Correct -response is very d1fferent Jn length)
8 B (Grammatical clue: "a")-
~ ) 9 . B (@orrect response is yery different in length)
' A 10 C (Resemblance of stem and correct alternat i)
o . . .11 B (Stem asks for two outcomes, only 'B' gived¥twd)
. 12 0 (4, B, C mean the same thing)
13 . B (Answer is given away by choices-in item 1)
14 D (A, B, C mean the same thing) - '
Preference 5/9 ©oe III. A
Tt : . 111,
The items used in this sectlon were given we1ghts to
reflect the relative degree of dependence upon test -
score, as opposed to nontest score,. information.
The rating scale weights were as follows
A. If the nontest information was used for the
deci51on
= Incomplete nontest data, complete twgt
data presented
2 = Incomplete nontest data and 1ncomp1ete
. test data presented
3 = Complete nontest data/and complete test
data presented
. * . 4 = Complete nontest data and incomplete
P " test data presented
. ) A .
{

113
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* Key to Knowledge and Perception Sub;cates {continued)

“

Subscale Number of items Where found Notes

| ' ’ B. If the test 1nformat1on was used for the oo
' decision: i ’
5 .1.test data and 1ncomple§e non-

N o ) test daga presented
. P = 6 = Complete data and comp]ete nontest
L - ’ . ) A g !

: gst data and incomplete non- - .
* . test data presented .

© . ' 8 = Incomplete test'data and complete non- .
S . . © e -test data preSented ' , v

. . The rating scale, from 1-8; Lrepresents 1ncreas1ng]y
> o " : ?her degrees of dependengé upon test data as the
’ i ue goes up. Lower ratings represent a lower
. A . degree of dependence upon test data. The ovdrall
i : ) preference score was calcu1ated as a percentage of
ST the maximum possible score for each form of the o
instrument, High percentages would indicate strong .
deperidence. upon the test sc?re data. Only those : :
items for which conf11ct1ngg1nformation/yas presented

were scored.

)

¥ . ' - —

- - A 3 -
. * Part Fo#h [tem Response Ratings Part Forfy. Item -Response Ratings ”}
— — ; ) 3
II A 23 A=7,B=2 II Be 23 A=6,B=3"

24 A=2,B=7 : : e 24 A=5,8B=1

28 A=1,,B=5 26 A=8,8=14

< “ ¢ 29 A=1,B=5 .- 27 A=4,B=28

i ’ 33 A=8,B=4 . 29 A=8,8=4

. : ! : o 31 . A=6,B=13

> . 32 A=6,B=3

' e : ‘ 33 A=3,B8=6" .
: ~ ' ' . vto34 A=4)B =28

{ L o o
Q . ' -
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I. Knowledge

Use the fo]]owing data to answer items 1-2:

Student

- John* -
Ann
“Susan
Bil

Pete

PRETEST ITEM POSTTEST ITEM
Z 3 4 éig, 1 2 3 14
+ 0 0“0 +
+ ‘,4 0 0 +
+ .'¥~ 0 0 +
0 0 0 0 +
0 0 + 0 +

correct response; 0 = incorrect response

Which item shows gfeatest‘seﬁsitivity to instruction?

a.
b.
C.
d.
e.

O > W N —

If each item represents a different skill, what skill was learned

»

(or taught) least well?

DAoan oo
(S0 ~ WIS N NN

b

_ A particular test item has a difficulty index of .36. 'Ieacher A says

this means that 36% of the examinees missed the item. -Teacher B says

-

.

this itemzwas a hard one for the examinees.- Who is correct?

v

. A onl
B only
neither A nor B

a
. b.
@ c. both A and B
d.

115
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\4.

5.

6.

7.

a0 oo
« o o o

. . ”
g ~
» ‘ - '9
A student receives a percentile rank of 74 on a social studies * . ..
achievement test. Teacher A says this means that 74% of the norms
group did as well or better than this student. Teacher B says the -
Student got 74% of the items correct. who is correct? ; -~
4. Aonly _ : ) o
b. B only o . :
¢. .both A and B :
d. neither A nor B . ‘ ' ,
[
' Q ) - . : L _
On the CTBS (Ca11forn1a Tests of Bas1c Skills), John obtains a raw
score of 54 in mathematics concepts. - On the CAT (California Achieve-
- ment Test), Bill obtains a raw score of 44 in mathematlcs toncepts.
One appropriate conclusior is:
a. John is more proficient in mathematics concepts than Bill.
b. John and Bi11n£$e equally proficient in mathematics concepts.
€. Johp's true score in mathematics concepts is higher than Bill's.
d. John answered a larger proportion of items correctly than did Bill. )
e. No comparison should be made between these two scores. . ’ l}
A'child performs at the 37th percentile on 8 nationally normed
achievement test.- If«the child's ranking had beem incorrectly
determined by referring to a norms table for schools, the resulting
percentilegrank wou1d be: | O ~ .
a. higher, ‘ ‘ , ’
b. Tower .
€. unchanged
. : \
On an achievement test, two fourth grade Students, Peter and Jan€, .
‘received grade equivalent scores of 4.4 and 8.2, réspectively.»
Teacher A says Jame did as well on the test as the average”eigth-grade
students. Teacher B.sayy Peter answered fewer items correctly than
Jane. Who is correct’/5 . )
A only
B only
both A and B .
neither A nor B+ -
* #
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8. A student received a grade-equivar'lent score’ of 10.2. This score g )
indicates that: . . »
a., He ranks “in his c1a§s at“the equivalent of a rghk of 10.2 for the f‘
ﬁrade 10 students of the normative group. .
b e should be placed in-the tenth grade in instruction in this
subject. . )
€. His{raw grore is the san¥ as the-median score earned by all
'students in the norm group whe were 10.2 years old at the time
of testing. - S s . '
d. His raw score on this -tegt is the same as the approximate median
.o of scores made by pupils in the second month of the tenth grade. .
.. N ! ‘_
9. Which of the following indicates the BETTER performance on a normed
+ test? : ' . ‘ , -
a. A percentile rank of 65 : ,
b." An NCE score of 40 C ) .
€. A T-score of 60 = - ' :
d. There is no way to distinguish among the scores. _
' . ' - . 4
10. Which of the fol]éwiné indicates the POORE& performance on a normed
‘test? . . : '
a. A 68% confidence band in percentiles of 38-54
b. An NCE score of 45-
€. A 95% confidence band in percentiles of -30-62
d. There is no way to distinguish among the scores.
, e - . NS . »
N II. Test-Wiseness
_For items 1-14, choose the best 'answer. Each item except one suffers
from a common item construction flaw, :
. ' o
1. One resistor of 30 ohms is wired in parallel with a resistor of
60 ohms. What is the total resistance? . :
a. 20 ohms ' ) . » _ '
b.” 45 ohms '
c. 60 ohms ; . .
d. 90 ohms ' ) o
2. " An ornitho]ogiét.is a person who *
B ‘ 1
a. sells shoesg ‘A
"~ b. drives a t&xi cab.
c. studies birds. . . ,
d. - plays a violin. o
-
): ’ 117
) I') <4
N . . _l“i

A~
-

s ) 7 IS




. g
- . ! -
g -
¥ 6.
’ .
3
N . 8.
>
N A
Y
L] &
O

ERIC

Aruiitex: provided by enic [N

- X - -

If you had.one hour to answer fi?ty'

"Comment-allez vous?" whY

3. What is one mean{ng.pf the word panache? - oy 5'.
“ar brmolu or frantic - ° T . . B,
b. a bunch of feathers on a helmet N :
c. pandemonium or hoopla _ . . L “ “§
d. helve, fractious, and chanteuse : : v ; “%r v
' R ‘ ’ . . e ! . 2 . LRy
Which of the fo]]owing'meagF "How are you?" ’ v R
Maintenant,'aujourd’huif , - e . R s
. Comment~3allez vous? o S S ) : . S
Ne'est-ce®pas? . e ) :

Trés.bien,*e{\vous? - : ' . L {v . Yy
‘ ) ! ) C . ) ’ - ’ B it - L
0) multiple-choice questions, what '

.Jf\\ .o A

is the smallest number?you should have answered in.a half-hour?

10° “ ) ' .

P ’ _ ) . . . .
b. 25 ! c . S 4 & - St
C. 30 . . - . . ) o W. 7 »

d. - 45 foe ‘
e. 50. : . P - o o \ |

to- Y R
When Bestor crystals are added to water,

. £ - N
the water turns blue.

a.
b. the temperature rises. . . N .

c. heat is given off. - }
d. a thermometer will read higher.’ -

How haVe»scieptists recognized the great work of Linnaeus!}

a. By giving him the Nobel prize.

b. By founding a college with his name.

c. By adding the.letter L. to the names of all the an1mals he had
classified.

d.. By awarding him a cash prize.

means "How are you?" is a: 47 .

a. old English saying.
b. French expression. .

c. Italian phrase. . R Y
d. Arabic question. : N
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anoo
e e e

If something is. flammable, it will

anoco

.~ An example of an opening in a room is

\*.

To change a .verb like cook to a gerund, you could

double the consonant and add the letters =ies. .

-add -ing.

change the verb to a predicate adjective, such as pressure -cqoker.
capitalize the first letter,-and-add -ed to. the word or sentence.

anooo
o s e w

L

Another word for.convivial is ' , .

a.. -voracious.

b. inextricable. °

c. Jjovial. >
d. placebo.

!

"o

In the sduthern United States, two outcomes of the Civil War were

slavary flourished in t states. )

reconstruction and the abolition of slavery. : .
more wars in mainland China during 1871-1880.

fewer plantatidons in Alabama. )

-~

resist burning.
not catch on fire.

not be .consumed by flames.
easily ignite.

If a resistor of 60 ohm

is wired in parallel with a fesistor;of
30 ohms, the total resis _

ce is 75 ohms (60 + 3 x 30).

a. True
b. False

‘a. a window.

b. an egress. .
c. a doorway. v
d. all of theabove.

ng . T




II1. A. Preference

.

" For items 21-35, you are to read each record card for a:student, All° < . _
scores given are percentile ranks. The interest area Scores are from the . ‘ R
Kuder Preference Record, Vocational Form C, '

The record also gives. evaluations of the student by the adviser.. The
v advisers all have considerable teaching experience as well as training in
educational and vocational guidance. :

. The names are fictitious, but otherwise the records are'accuréte., A1l data
on the records were obtained during the tenth grade year. ’

. You are to decide whether the student should be placed in the regular or ]
' accelerated science class for grade 11. In the accelerated class, students
are expected to learn at a faster rate and more intensively than in the
regular class. . ’

You should examine the information for each student, then decide for which ; :
class you will recommend the student. Mark that choice on.your answer . - T ‘ S
sheet. : v , 7 ‘
" There is no Timit on the'number of students you b]ace in eifheg\science
class. ° ‘ , B ‘ S

.-21. [ YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10
NAME _Gregory Barton . AGE: 16 : ' .
IntelTigence - Achievement Percentile | Kuder Interest Percentile ,
- Test IQ Test . Rank . Area Rank
' Readin 65 Mechanical 7] 0™
Sciende 89 “Computational 87 '
Math - 88 Scientific 83-
Social Studies 64 ‘Persuasive - 64,
. . Artistic - 50
A Literary 43
-1 Musical ‘ 36
’ . Social Service 28
: . : ) ’ Clerical ) 19
’ HOME-ROUM TEACHER; An excellent student high in achievement and ability.
ADVISER: . WelT-Tiked. CapabTe. Conscientious. .Excellent student.

a.,-af

a. Accelerated science _ - ./ , . : . P
b. Regular science : ‘ . ‘ By -
120
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22.

VEARLY RECORD FOR- GRADE _10 _
NAME _Glen Chapman o AeE: 16 - .

Intelligence Achievement Percentile | Kuder Interest Percentile
Test ‘ IQ fTest Rank |« Ares Rank .
California Test of Reading . 26 Mechanical 23
Mental Maturity: = 109 { Science . '. 25 Computational 21
) Math 26 Scientific - 18
. Social’ Studies 24 Persuasive . 41
S : . MAetistic - €3
' Literary. 61
1'Musical 48
"Social Service 83
Clerical. - 87 e

HOME-ROOM TEACHER: Glen has his heart set on becoming a scientist 1ike his
father. Unfortunately his ability does not seem to warrant this. He =~ -
accompanies his father to the lab evenings and weekends and Tloves every
minute of it. He works very hard but does not seem to understand basic
scientific concepts. -

ADVISER:  GTen is keenly interested in all things scientific. A1l three science .
teachers have commented to me on his \gterest but they are worried ‘that his

ability is just mot up to his ambitions.

@

a’. - Accelerated science

b. Regular science

23.

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10 ‘ — .

MAME Doris Shechan . AGE: 16 ‘

InteTTigence ' Achievement Percentile | Kuder Interest Pertentile
Test 1Q Test : Rank Area ) Rank
0TIS: i . 124 | Reading ) 84 : v o
* o o Science 82

Math : 81
Social Studies 84
o

-HOME-ROOM TEACHER: This girT has no interest in ényth1ng but athietics. She
spends all of her time in the gym. Her English teacher tells me she writes
nearly all of her papers on games and sports. . -

ADVISER: Interested only in sports. I have talked with her about becoming a

physical education teacher but she says she wants-to “play," not “teach.®

[}

a. Accelerated science

b. Regular science -




25.

. [ VERRLY RECORD FOR GRADE _I0

NAME _John Deéwitt AGE: 16 .
intelligence . LAchievement Percent1Té Kuder Interest Percentile:
. Test - I1Q Test Rank . Area . Rank
California Test of € Reading 39 R ! ) ]
Mental Maturity: 106 '| Science 26
Math - ' 27

!
Social Studies . 44 N L
A : , i

1

i

ROME-ROOM TEACHER: John cares on1y for science, He is.never happier than*when‘he
is "experimenting" .in the Jittle laboratory he built in his basement at home.

ADVISER: Very interested in science. He told me that his chief probTem was to
decide which field of science to go into.

a. Accelerated science ' ; :  ?
b. Regular science -

YEARLY, RECORD FOR GRADE _10
NAME Mary Mullen AGE: 16 ' i

ntelligence Achievement - Percentile | Kuder {Interest Percentile
Test ) 1Q Test L Rank rea Rank
OTIS: 129 ' ~ | Mechanical 26
o : Computational ~ 29
L. Scientific . 32
: " | Persuasive 43
Artistic ¢ 76
o . Literary 54
v 1 o ‘Musical - - 40 -
~ : V | Social Service . 65
' : Clerical 94
HOME-ROOM TEACHER: Evéry teacher wno has this girl comp1a1ns about her. She 1S

near the bottom in all her classes; her work is rarely handed in dn time; she
practically refuses to recite or to answer when called on.

ADVISER: 1 am concerned about Mary, She has no interest, no pTéns, no amb1t10ns.
She dislikes school 1ntense1y and refuses to work at anything. A very difficult
girl, : T

5

a. Accelerated science.
b, Regular science

. . ‘;"‘ ' . ; .. ]22




\
26. [ YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10
NAME Elaine Humphrey AGE: 16 o . ¢ '
InteTTigence Achievement PercentiTe | Kuder Intérest Percenti]e (“
- » Test . "~ IQ Test Rank- Area .__Rank
2 California Test of o Reading 81 Mechanical 85
, ' Mental Maturity: 120 | Science . 82 . Computational . 87
. . .| Math : 82 Scientific 85
Social Studies ., 84 Persuasive . 16
: Artistic © 49
Literary 37
Musical : 43 -
- Social Service 21
. N Clerical’ 31
] HOME-ROOM TEACHER: =~ ’ . ]
ADVISER: / \
a. Accelerated science
, b. Regular science .
27. | YEARLY. RECORD FOR GRADE _10
NAME - Margaret Hilton -~ AGE: 16 .
L ’ ' InteTTigence - Achievement Percentile| Kuder Interest PercentiTe.
. Test . - 1Q Test : Rank Area. Rank
Califgrnia Test of , Mechanical - 82 .
Merital Maturity: = 103 : 1 Computational 81
. ! : . Scientific 79
T ) Persuasive 58
' : : . Artistic 42
* Literary . - .46 . ] ,
T Musical 483 <.
‘ . ‘ Social Service 60 :
- ) Clerical 22
HOME-ROOM TEACHER: ExcelTent student. The math teacher tells me that he has yet
to call on Margaret for an explanation that she cannot provide. .
ADVISER: A born mathematician, Bright and capable girl, Will do well in.any
> : type of scientific research. : )
a. Accelerated science . l.;>

l : . b. "Regular :science
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28.

29,

. -
' D)
.
VEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10
NAME _Margaret Nielson , | AGE: _16 ‘ .
ntelTigence 'Achievemeﬁt ~ Percentile | Kuder Interest Percentf1e‘
Test = IQ Test - . ! Rank | “Area Rank
California Test of ~, | Reading ‘ 23 [ Mechanic®l 1
Mental Maturity: 10 Science 26 Computational 17
. Fath 24 Scientific 26
Social Studies 26 Persuasive 40
- Artistic - 37
- S Literary " 59
. . "} Musical " 63
‘ : Social Service 25,
Clerical 87

_HOME-ROOM TEACHER:V Margaret is a capable an& industrious student. . She does good
work in all her.classes and is very popular with both her teachers and her peers.

ROVISER: This girl has yet to make a firm decision regarding her future. Her
chief interest lies in working in a hospital, but she does not want to become
a nursg. I have discussed the possibilities. of her becoming'a laboratory
technician, an X-ray technician, or doing medical research. Of these she

prefers the last. Her interest and capability in sc¢ience would make this
a.good -choice for her. - -

a. Accelerated science .

b.  Regular science -
. ) .
YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10
NAME _Mildred Learch .~ AGE: 16 R
inteTligence Achievement ' Percentile | Kuder Interest Percentile
Test IQ . Test " Rank Area Rank
CaTifornia Test of Reading 23 ‘Mechanical 67
Mental Maturity: 106 | Science 25 Computational . 81
. Math 123 Scientific - 93
* Social Studies 26 Persuasive 63
) | Artistic A3
: Literary 41
. ) Musical 16
, f Social Serviee 32
‘Clerical = 19

H MEZROOM TEACHER: A superior student. Does excellent wgrk'in all of her
classes. : ' ' ’ :

ADVISER:  One of aur better students. WNo definite plans_other than “col]egeﬂ
as yet. : ws - c

a. Accelerated science
b. Regular s¢ience .
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YEARLY RECCRD FOR GRADE 10
NAME Ruth Skillman _ "AGE:-. 16
Inte111gence “Achievement’ Percentile | Kuder -Irterest  Percentile
Test - - 1Q Test Rank Area Rank
TaTifornia Test of . | Reading . 73 " [ Pechanical- 8
‘Mental Maturity: 106 cience = 85 | Computational © 81
: ‘ Ma 88 Scientific © 84
<& ~ : Social Studies - 76 Persuasive . - 48
, : . : "~ JArtistic 53
, . Literary 41 ™
o ' Musical - . 37
: Social Service 47 .
: ) . : -} Clerical -~ . bb
"HUME-ROCM TEACHER: This girl’s ability is quite high. On two different. occas1ons.
teachers have told me that when clags discussion gets 1nvo]ved she can ask a
question that cuts right to the heart of the matter' f
ADVISER: This girl wants to become a high-school teacher and T have encouraged ‘
her in this. She is of ‘superior ability and I believe she will be quite
“ successful in working w1th students. : .
a. Acce]erated.science . ‘ : o “
b. Regular science : o - >
. “ .
1
"YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10
NAME Morton Dawson ’," AGE: _1&
InteTTigence Achievement PercentiTe | Kuder Interest Percentile
Test . 1Q Test Rank . Area - Rank
. . - | Mechanical . 17
: . - . Computational 28
: T T Scientific 31
\“\\\\\\ v Persuasive - - 62
, . Artistic 24
Literary .23
Musical 19
_ Social Service - 48,
: - Clerical. - 1
HOME-ROOM TEACHER: Poor student. Limited ability. . '
ADVISER: Plans to become a chemist TiKe his father and brother but his low

ability and athievement make this possibility unlikely.

"a. Accelerated science

b. . Regular science

 >]25 I
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YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10 »
- S
NAME Catherine Kenny AGE:. _16 - e ,
‘nfelligencé ', Achigwement - Percentile | Kuder Interesj Percentile
Test . 1Q - Test . Rank  Area Rank
: " . | Reading ‘26 { tiechanical = 23
Science . 26 Computational - 21
Math 28 | Scientific . 18
Social Studies 23 Persuasive - . 49
C : /) Artistic - 53
Literary . 57
Musical. 36 ™
-{ Social Service 72
Clerical 89

HOME-ROOM TEACHER: Catherine is a very consc1entrous student who cets‘!]ong
well with everyone. -Although she works very hard and gets good marks she
‘does not always seem to' "grasp" the essentials.

ADVISER: Is seriously considering becoming a high-school science teacher.

a. Accelerated science 2.
b. Regular science °

VEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10.

NAME Martin Anderson - ‘ ;AgE: 16
- IntelTigence Achievement Percentile ]| Kuder Interest Percentile |
Test * 1Q Test ) * Rank Area | Rank

California Test of .
Mental Maturity: 121

. [ROME-ROOM TEACHER: This boy is near the botdéam of h1s class in ach1evement

Many teachers have commented to me about his poor work.

ADVISER: 'Poor worker. Very Tow in achievement. Interestéﬂ on]y n athleET‘E

Talks of being a professxonal athlete.

~ b. Regular science

a.. Accelerated science ~
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35.
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L)
VEARLY RECORD FUR GRADE _10_ - _ v
NAME _Burt Ingram : AGE: _16 -
IntelTigence Achievement Percentile | Kuder Interest Percentile |

Test - cIQ . Test . Rank Area . - Rank

HOME-ROOW TEACHER: Inferior ab111ty and achievement, Dges fai]ihg.work in
most of his classes.

ALVISER: No interest in school or any of his classes -Spends most of his time
Fuith his gang hanging around street corners. Below average in ability and
ach1evement .

v <
“a. Accelerated science ‘ ' o '
b. Regular science . ¥
' [VERRLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10 .
: Y : .
NAME  Bi Tﬁ‘ner'-' | AGE: _16. - _ A ‘
InteTTigence , j Achievement Percentile | Kuder Interest Percentile-
Test 19 Test Rank Area - - Rank
California Test of* Reading - 64 Mechanical" 36
Mental Maturity: 123 | Science Co. 44 Computational 50
o : Math = ~ . S 41 Scientific T4
Social'Studies 72 Persuasive - 63
' U | Artistic - - . 81
, N | Literary .
: : . {Musical ‘ngy
. ' . Social Service
Clerical 79

- Ay
HOME-ROOM TEACHER: BiT1's abiTity s quest1onab1e His teachers tel] me that they]
frequently doubt that the work he ‘hands in is his own. He rage]y recites in
class or enters into the discussion, and when called on he sééms not to
understand the question.

ADVISER: Bill's parents have taTked with me- about whether to send him to col]ege,v
but T doubt that hgghas the abiTity. Various comments about his behavior Jn
class from his teacMers tend to support my Judgment in th1s

. a. Accelerated science , o ' S

b. Regular science
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For jtems 21-35, you are to read each record card for a student. All
scores given are percentile ranks. The interest area ‘scores are from
tne Kuder Preference Record, Vocational Form C.

The record also gives evaluations of student by the adviser. The advisers

a1l have considerable teaching experience as well as training in educational
_and vocational guidance. ] e = -

The names are fictitious, but otherwise the records are accurate. All

‘data on the records were obtained during the tenth grade year. '

You are to .decide whether the student should be piaced in the regular
or accelerated science class for -grade 11. In the accelerated class,

students, are expected to learn at a faster rate and more intensively
than in the regular class. . ’
it

tion for each student, then decide for which
student. Mgrk that choice on your answer )
. 2 )

There is no limit on the numbe of students you placé in either science
class.. : N -

TYEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10

] v
I NAME _ Gregory Barton AGE.: 16
1]
- Intelligence - Achievement, Percentile Kuder interest Percentile
i Test- C1Q Test v Rank - Area Rank
' ‘ . Reading ' 65 Mechanical' 75
Science : 89 - Computational 87
Math . .+ ¢8s8 . Scientific . 83
Sﬁcial Studies 64 Persuasive 64
o . Artistic - - - 50
Literary 43
- Musical 36
, _ o L Social Service 28
1 ) » ‘ . Clerical 19
HOME-ROOM TEACHER:¥ An excellent student high in achiﬁyEment and abulity.
‘[ ADVISER: Weil-liked: Capable. Conscientious. Excellent student.

— R
a. Accelerated science - - ' . : —_
b. - -Regular science : . .
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22.

23.

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10

-
NAME Glen Chapman S AGE: - .16 : SRR .
ntelligence = Achievement Percentile. Kuder Interest Percentile
Test I I+ - Test . - Rank Area
-California Test of - Reading _ 26 » Mecnanicai |
Mental Maturity 109 | Science ., . 25 .Gomputational
- : Math v 2% Scientific
Social Studies 24 .i Persuasive
. - . Artistic
s ST : ~ Literary ‘
_ Musical = . .
) Social Service - 83
J ‘ S - o- © ] Clerical . . 87
HOME-ROOM TEACHER: ,Glen has his heart set on becoming a scientist ¥ike his - '

accompanies his father to the lab evenings and weekends and loves every
- minute of it. He works very hard but does not seem to understand basic

" scientific concepts. .- .

father. “Unfortunately his-ability does not seem to warrant this. He oo ’

HOVISER: Glen is keenly,interested in all things scientific. .A11 three science
~ teachers have tommented to me on his interest but they are worried. that his

b. Regular science

ability is just not up to his ambitions., }

a. Accelerated science

“YEARLY REMORD FOR GRADE _10

NAME Paul Kilgore . . - AGE: gjs : . o
Tptelligence Achievement Percentile Kuder Interest. Percentile

Test. 1Q Test ) .___Rank Area | . Rdnk
OTIS: ' 121 | Reading . 81 Mechanical . 85
V4 ) Scic ze 83 Computational 87

Math - : 84 Scientific .85

Social Studies 82 Persuasive 41

' _ Artistic 16

~ Literary 22

_ Musical 19
.. : Social Service . 38

N Clerical 21

HOME-ROOM TEACHER: 1 have heard twg different teachers comment on Paul's

lackadaisical attitude and class work, and I agree with them. His ability i
- and achievement are both below average and hts interest in his studies.is nil.

ADVISER:- Paul is a difficult bey to talk to. When T try to get at the reason -

for his poor school work and total lack of interest he clams up and'I get ﬁb.

where. His lack of ability is as apparent to all of his teachers as it is

to me.
N B ,

a. Accelerated science "
b. 'Regular science o o T
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24,

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10

into serious conflict with two of his teachers.

and in ability he is near the bottom of his ¢lass.

| NAME Keith Warren . ' AgE:’ 16
Intelligence I~ Achievement Percentile | Kuder Interest Percentile
Test 1Q Test Rank - Area Rank -
QTIS: 123 Reading 84 . | - Mecnanical 33
. Science 81 Computational 45 .
. Math . 8 - Scientific 37
- Social Studies 83 Persuasive - 81
. Artistic 69
ff'%v - “Literary 67
n Musical. g%
g ' R . Social Service -
T - " -+ Clerical - 49
HOME-ROOM TEACHER: This boy is extremely negative toward his work.® He has come

His achievement is very low,:

“ADVISER:

a. Accelerated science

14

b. Regular science . -

25.

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10

7.
NAME Kathy Parker . AGE: 16 '
Intelligence - _] Achievement Percentile Kuder Interest Percentile
‘Test N 10 ‘Test Rank Area.. Rank
R Mechanical.~ 81
Computational 79
"Scientific 84
-~ Persuasive 3
Artistic too=
Cy Literary .79
* Musical 42
‘Social Service 37
Clerical” 61

but is especially interest

HOME -ROOM TEACHER: An excellent student. Stands high in al
ed in English and literature.

1 of her classes,

ADVISER: Plans to become a

writer.

‘Superior in ability and achievement.
in detail. ’

1

a. Accelerated science
b. Regular science

have discussed colleges and college courses with her

»
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26. | YEARLY:RECORD FOR GRAD 10 ' :
NAME- Ruth Changer \ ' -~ AGE: 16 .
“Intelligence ’o‘[’ Achievement Peregntile [ Kuder Interest Percentile
Test 13 Jest ’ Rank - A "~ Area Rank
, " & Reading . 65 - Mechanical 74
. . Science - 83 . Computational ' 82
o : Math - 80 1 Scientific 86"
& Social Studies 63 . . Persuasive 3
' o, Artistic 16
‘:‘. 1 Literary 25
o : . Musical 33,
. . o - 1 Social Service 45
, . ) . -] Clerical’ 59
HOME-ROOM TEACHER: A bright girl -but is below average in achievement. More
intarested in her duties as chear-leader than in her school work. s
ADVISER: A pleasant and popular. girl. Does not work up-to her full capabi]iw_ B
Plans to become.a beautician and work in her sister's beauty parlor. -* -

a. Accelerated sgiénce . ¥
b. Regular science - '

27. [ YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10 R tr
NAME Joyce Durwith AGE: 16 . | ‘
Intelligencg - Achievement . - “Percentile | Kuder Intarest _‘Percentile

Test ) 1Q Jest - Rank .. Area Rank
California Test of ‘
b Mental Maturity: 109 g .
L 3
4 [ 2 A
. .
PR : . . %
: s
HOME;BOOM TEACHER: A very capable girl. Does well in all.of her classes.
ADVISER: Very good_student. Ha‘v;e Talked with her about going on 'to, college. f
She plans to study nuclear physiés.- B .

a. Accelerated science
b. Regular science®
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29.
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YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 1 — = ‘
NAME-_Alex Crane  hee: 16 .
’In;e1jigence ' . Achievement , Percentile 1 Kuder Tnterest Percentile
Test . 1Q Test Rank. B Area Rank

]

«

-

well done and always in on time. He seems interested in everything.

1HOME-RO0M TEACHER: A top-notch student.’ Several teachers héve commented to me
about what a pleasure it is to have Alex in their, classes. His work. is a]ways

ADVISER: This boy's only problem is in deciding what most @nterests him. He
enjoys all of his classes and does very good work in all of them. To date

. b. Regular science

“he has"considergd Law, Medicine, Politics, and Teachiné!

a. Accelerated science *

YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10

Social Studies

-~

NAME Frances Delong AGE: 16 o0
{ Intelligence Achievement Percentile ‘Kuder Interest Percentile}
Test - IQ | - Test Rank Area * . - ‘Rank
0TIS: 129 Reading 84 > ’
o ‘ Science - 82,
: Math . 81
81 i . .

HOME-ROOM TEACHER: This girl is a'prob]em! Her work is very poor, her ability

is definitely below average, and her attitude toward school and her teachers
worse than both. .Every teacher complains-of her poor attitude and lack of

interest. > N L : : :
TADVISER:. IT this gir] has any interestswy canngt Jocate.them. I have talked
with her several times, bg; no success. Ner lack of ability and’ '
achievement are all part 0¥ '

the same pictuke.

a. Accelerated science )
b. Regular science ) ¢

13 C -




. [ VEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE

10
—_—

NAME . Darrell 0'Rourke AGE: 16 “
IntelTigence [ Achievement . .Percentile | Kuder Interest Percentile
Test 1IQ ! Test Rank. . Area ._Rank
‘ : Reading 28 Mechanical 42
. Science 17 -Computational 39 -
Math = - 14 Scientific 43
Social Studies 26 Persuasive 84
Artistic 68
Literary 42
.. Musical 27
_ Social Service - 65
' . : ] - Clerical 79
HOME-ROOM TEACHER: Below average student, quite-limited in

achievement.

Careless about his work.:

Dislikes school,

ability’and

3,

ADVISER: Ability and achievement are both Timited.

aJ Accelerated science

b. Regular science
R |
YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10
NAME = Bernice Eager AGE: 16
Intelligence’ o Achievement Percentile Kuder Interest Percentile
Test - 1Q | Test -~ Rank . Area Rank
Kuhimann-Anderson 122 Reading . 84 Mechdnical - - 87
. Science - 84 Computational 85
Math 84 Scientific - 93
Social Studies 81 "Persuasive 40 . -
Artistic’ 27
Literary 36
Musical -3
Social Service 43
: - - Clerical 22
HOME-ROOM TEACHER: Bernite is extremely bright. She loves her work in home
economics .arid dreams of the day when she will have her own home and family.
She has no interest in anything except home-planning and hbome-management.
ADVISER: This girl's strong interest in home ecohomics and her very high -
ability has led me to suggest that she enter this field professionalTy.
She will have none of it. ‘She has no interest in .anything other than | I

becoming a wife and mother.




32.

33.

[VEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10

NAME _ Carroll Scott AGE: _16 ¢ .
Intelligence _.| Achievement Percentile Kuder Interest Percentile
Test 10 Test Rank Area Rank
T1S: 720 Reading 81 Mecnanicai 87
: . Science 84 Computational . 86
Math 83 ‘ Scientific 93
Social Studies 81 Persuasive 40
R ' Artistic 18
Literary 26
Musical ) 38
Social Service 54
Clerical 19 °

on time.
education teache

FOME-ROOM TEECHER: Below average in achievement.
' The only teacher who has not co

Work is sloppy and never

mmented on this is the physical
r. She always gets A's in physical education.

ADVISER:. This giri's low achievement will prev
college. - She is planning to attend college,

. warned her that unless.her achievement improv
She .plans to become a p

jn gaining admit

tance.

ent her from being successful in
and I have several times ]

es she will have difficulty
hysical-education. teacher..

a.

~ Accelerated science
h. Regular science

. e F'y .
YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10
NAME _ Michae) Vauyhan AGE: 16
lﬁtelligence “Achievement Percentile Kuder Interest Percentile
Test 1Q Test Rank Area o Rank
TIS: 107 Reading 23 Mechanical - 2]
Science 24 Computational 18-
Math : 26 Scientific - 24
b .Social Studies 24 Persuasive 36
i Artistic 4
Literary ) 32
\;‘ Musical . 52
Social Service 8
, ’ ‘ : . : Clerical 79
HOME-ROOM TEACHER: A very hard-working student. : o

Gets good grades,

ADVISER: Mike plans to become a
encouraged him in this.

of the éxcellent work

though he spent more time an

1 talked with his ch
Mike did on his science projects.
d qidia more thorough job than anyone else

high-school.science teacher and I have
emistry teacher who told me
It seems as

in the class.

a. Accelerated science

b. Regular science
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34. | YEARLY RECORD FOR GRADE _10

NAME _ Robert Elliott AGE: 16 .

T ) Intelligence o Achievement Percentile = Kuder Interest Percentile
~ Test 10 Test Rank Area Rank
California iest o Reaaing : 4% ' B .
: Mental Maturity: 108 Science 26 o
v : — Math 26 : N S e
. T Social Studies =~ 23 : Z

1 A *

FOME=ROOM TEACHER: Robert™is a capable and hard-working student. Re does good

A ' .work in all .of his classes. His ability is well .above average.
“ADVISER: Plans to become a chemist or a physician. Does excellent work in his
science classes. : - . N :

a. Accelerated science Y R :
. b. Reaular science
- ’ N - . \
B 35. { YZARLY RECORD FOR GRADE 10
NAME Norman Richardson ) AGE: 16
Intel ligence ; Achievement Percentile Kuder Interest - Percentile
Test 1Q " Test Rank_- ' - Area Rank
California Test of Reading 23 Mechanical 27
Mental Maturity 108 | Science 26 . | Computational: 24
v' Math . 26 "I Scientific . 24
Social Studies 24 Persuasive = .. 62
- -t Artistic - 37
' . _ Literary _ .39
: ' ’ Musical . 51
_ Social Service . 78
: , : : Clerical 61
HOME-ROOM TEACHER: - v .
/’ L ADVISER: _ v .

a. Accelerated science ¢
. b. _Regular science

o



